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The National Institute of ‘Education is in the process

of designing and cenducting a study of compensatory education in
accordance with the Education Amendments of 1974. Special attention
will be devoted to exgmlnlng the relative effectiveness of -
"standardized" versus "individualized" instructional programs. The
stated purpose of this report is: (1) to develop\a conceptual
framework within which a meaningful comparison of indiwidualized
versus standardized instruction can be made; (2) to identify specific:

specific procedures which should be used in gatherlng, analy21ng, and
‘reporting the results of the research effort. It is. proposed that,
rather thar attempting to sample schools with uniformly
vindividualized" or "standardized" programs, the sampling procedure
shoud involve a deliberate and systematic¢ attempt to sample programs
which vary as widely as possible on different dimensions of

' ifdividualization. Thel primary sampling unit should be classrooams.

- The central concern of the research should be the accurate
description of what is being implemented rather than how well, and a
careful evaluation of how those processes affect student outcomes.
The analysis and interprqtation of the study should be directed
toward providing guidelines and recommendations for policy

. information, and thetefore should focus on program variaples\{and not
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. 1. INTRODUCTION . @&

LY

o " ' . . o
'A. BACKGROUND

-~

i ) The National Institute of Education is in the process o£ designing
and conducting a study of compensatory education in accordance with «
the EducationAnrendiments of 1974, Onle of the major goals of the
research is to anal'yze the effeotiveness of different ways of meetirlg
children's educidtional needs. As part of this lJarger NIE 'effort,_Sp'e- -
cial attention will be devoted to exarﬁininé the relative effectiveness of

"standardized' versus "individualized' instructional programs.

"Individualized'' programs, which attempt to tailor inséruction
to the individual student needs, have received increasing attention in
the educational community, and Congress has specifically rnandated .
their inclusion in the overall assessment of the effectiveness of differ.-

ent instructional methods used in compensatory programs. .

The results of NIE's séuay. will be used to provide Congress
_with specific recommendations regarding educational programs and
objectives, and could form a basis for new legislation. While the
focus of the presaent effort is on compensatory educational prograrr;s,
it is expected that the results will be applicable to a wide range.of
ducatlonal policy questions. The primary purpose of the particular
y research effort that is to be guided by this report is to prov1de a
| basis for formmg policy as opposed to merely evaluating the effect1ve-‘
ness of emstmg programs. The research 1s not 1ntended to serve as
’ " a vehicle for making funding decisions about individual programs . but
rather is mtended to have a broader 1mpact on leglslatlve and program

| dec1s1o?s regardmg compensatory education in gex?eral

| This research effort is to be pt1mar1ly an mtenswe study of L
the effects of mdiv1dual1zed mstructmn per se, and other variables a/re
of only secondary interest. It is to be an in-depth assessment of the.”

E‘/ﬂactual operation of a small sample of existing programs, rather than
a broad survey representatwe of compensatory programs as a whole.

And finally, it is deS1gned to 1nclude measures based on actual obs er-

vation of the instructional process in the classroom and its 1mpact on
L]

.’ children.

(, -
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B. PURPOSE OF THIS REPORT ‘ - o
¥s

In lme w1th the ,goals descnbed above, the purpose “of this report.

is (1) to develop a conceptual framework within which a meaningful
c‘ompar.lson of individualized wvs. standard1zed instruction can be made; ‘
(2) to identify specific variables which need to be assess ed; and (3) to
develop and de8cr1be Spec1f1c procedures which should be used in S ’E?
gathermg, analyzmg and reporting the results of the res earch effort. .
In%.pproachu:g each of t:hese tasks, CRI has aftempted to describe the .
practical or t;heoretical rationale underlying the selection of one _ "
' approa}cl’x over another. CRIbelieves that this is especially important
since in many instances the choi;e of al’)proach is far from obvious,
and must rest ultu’nately on decisions regardmg research objectives
and priorities. Thus adequate documentation of the major considera-
tiops and assumptions underl);ing the choice of given ;eqearch strategy‘

is essential.s - Co

C.  MAJOR CONSIDERATION AND ASSUMPTIONS AFFECTING THE STUDY DESIGN )
CRI took two major factors into cgnsideration when designing
the study - the Request for Proposal (RFP) specifications and the

"State of the Art" as reported in the literature related to individu-

o

alized inetrudtion, - , -

The approach described in the RFP suggests that the contractor
begin by defining as precisely as pdésible two distinct categories intd
which instructional programs’ could be classified, i.e. .individualized
or standardized. The a;.im of this approach wo;i;ld be to compaxre the
outco.m'es for these two treatments, adjusting for all other sources of =
variation which can be measured. These sources would include pro-

.cess variables not mcorpo:;ated within the def1n1}:10n f treatments,

’(

. 5.

contextual and mput variables charactenzmg clitssroo 8, schbols, L

and communities bemg studied, 5 C f- Yy

. * 7, -V Y '

Unfortunately, such a comparison would af;‘xswer the duestion of ;

?

which type of treatmént is more effectwe only wl§en operahn under oo

] , P \ v - 's

' - . §
I : ot
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® rather restrictive and unrealistic assumpt{,ons. ‘First, if must be

assumed that there 2x1s):s a smgle treatment dimension correspond-
ing to the concept of mdlv"guahzatlon along which programs can be
ranged. Cert/amly the literature does not reflect a consensus on
what such an assentlal charactérization of individualization mlght be.
Programs can be assessed in)ﬁferr_-rlms <;f a number of variables. gener-
all‘y agreed to reflect individualizatior}“(e. g., vakiation in rate of
progress through a particular set of tasks, or differential assignment

of materials), 'but it is not clear whether a single treatment dimensidn

. can be meaningfully defined,

~Secor‘;d, for the approactl suggest’éd in the RFP to be appropri-

ate, it must be assumed that th\e treatments being compared are well-

defined entitites which could in principle be replicated in various

classrooms. That is, whatever ”i‘ndivilduali’zed instruction' is
defined as, it must be something which‘is meaningful to talk about
in general.” The notion is that this ""'something' can be added to a

pre-existing situation. : . »

1 Again unfortunately, the hteratu}'g,Suggests that th1s may not
be the case either. There is often as much variation between cla.ss-
rooms supposedly using the same pr%ogra,m,as there is between pro-
grams, This may be due to differences in the way a given ﬁrogram i§
1mp1emented Or it may be that there are strong mteractldns between
teaching style and curricular approach on the one hand, and various
contextual and background variables’ on the other. For exa ple, it
may be that a certain teaching method is never successful,I:_c':ertair;
settings because of fundamental incompatibilities between the method

and these settings.

in ligh’t of these pro,blems We'ars' faced with a diff'icth choice.

One alternative is to ignore tﬁese potential complexities in the hope that

) they will wash out or can be su1tab1y handled in tHe analysis. This

approach would lead us to cons1der th1s study in terms of a traditional
pre-post, treatment versus' control group de81gn (without randomlza-r’

tion). The overall est1mate of the £reabment effect would be based on

7
®

10 (0

4 g
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a comparison of the outcomes for those programs designated -
"standardized' with the outcomes for those designated "individualized."
Statisti‘cal'adjustments would be used to control for biases relas//zl/to :
A
dif-". .

ferences. An overall ‘estimate, of program effect for».individualized

measured input and contextual yar1ables as well as for pre-tes

A and standardized programs would be calculated and presented along

T . ’ with severél.’caveats.

On t,hq other extreme, we can become overwhelmed by the com-
plexities anJ abandon all efforts to provide some sort of definitive , *
statément éfbout"the effectiveness of md1v1dual1zed instruction. The i
research effort would then risk losi ing an immediate policy payoff 1 ’
Such a study would be primarily descriptive and would make no seri- i

ous attempt at.causal inference.

’

Neither of these extremes are satisfactory for. NIE's purposes,

I'ﬁ )
'wh11e the seco‘ld begs the question altogether. In add1t1on, neither h

E The first is likely to prov1de a precise answer to the wrong questwn
|
E

se questions aré related to:‘ the various ways to individualize
¥istandardize programs; the types of gain’s produced by the vari-
types of programs; the conditions under which certgin gains are

‘duced and the factoss wh1ch affect 1mplementat1on of certain -,

L3

) E’ép.s much mformatwn as p0531b1e on the degree to which educatwnal .

utcomes might be 1mproved as a result of var1ous _policies promot-

ling alternatives fo current practice. . R ,"', ro

. CRI finds that this goal can best be accomplished in three
: ' ’;[5 .sequential stages of research., The first stage should focus on the

)problem of identifying different types of programs.which currently

: 1§: . S . ' :
L . 11 K :

I-4 .




‘more {ully later in the .report?

°

exist in an attempt to define ""treatments." This would mvolve\ .
selecting 2 number of variables that mlght potent1ally be used to

differentiate 1nd1‘v1du<ahzed from standardlzed instruction and

determining emp1r1ca11y ’h‘ow these var1ables cluster. . ..
> The second s,tage‘should involve assessing the effects of the ¥
above defined "treatments" on student achu.(vement and other impor -
tant non- cogmtwe‘ outcomes. B . . ’
The'third stage should concern estimating the impact of a change . .

from one type of curriculum to another for a classroom with specified

. characteristics. This would specifically take into account any inter-

actions that appear to exist between type of curriculurm and contextual
and input characteristics of the classroom. This process wo uld i)°ro—,

vide the basis for .policy recommendations. ) . -

Thus, the suggested approach could be conS1dered a compro—

m1se between the Kwo extremes in that it does not ban1sh the not1on

ing. I.f in fact 1nd1v1dua11z d programs do tend to shate a set of unique

become apparent from thedata analys1s in the study.

-

D. - KEY IMPLICATIONS FOR THE STUDYJ)ESIGN

Several critical consequences follow naturally from the approach

described above. Thése will be mentioned briefly here and deveb,ped

-

*

s Rather than attemptlng to sample schools with umformly ’
"individualized' or "standard1zed” programs, the sampling
'procedure should involve a deliberate and systematic
- attempt to sample programs which vary as‘ widely as pos—
< sible on different dimensions of individualizatior. )
y : . .
. . : : ./
¢ 12 ‘




* ' . ) ~ . ’ : - -
s S0t ° The: literature suggests that there is ag much' variation
' ;@ - . between classrooms that are supposedly usmg the same. *
. 1nstruct1onal program (e.g., " classrooms using Individ-

& . . ually Prescrlbed Instruction, (IPI’)), as there is between . N

& . o
-~ o K different mstructlona} programs. Therefore, for pur- R
o i poses of this study, the primary samplmgumt should .
. . be classrooms rather:than programs (such as: IPI)

wh1ch are proparted to be utrhzed CT S

=S
.
.
\- .
[ ]

The notion of how "well- 1mp1em-g’nted" (i.e., how cl osely

-

the 1mplemented program matches the or1g1nal program

ecomes less central to the research than an accurate
Y "

LI descr1ptlon of what 1&be1ng implemented (on the bas1s
oo . S of actual observational measures), and a careful

R , . evaluatun of how those processes affect student out-

v
H
-
.

comes, . , X : . .
[ The analysls and mterpretatlon of the study should be SR
d1rected tow‘d\d providing gu1dehnes and recommenda-
. e e o tions for pohcy-mformation which go beyond an eval- 3
L e /j ‘ ) " uation of currently available programs thus it should
' ‘ . ° : attempt to provide eV1dence concermng the effects of
I : R ‘the underlying program variables (and not merely the
‘ < programs) mcludeg in the study. .

. . 5 .

Aruitoxt provided by Eric



the RFP notes, none of the four common characteristics of individual-

1. PROJECT'CONCEPTUALIZATION -

' In order- to develop an adequate design'for a study_ that is directed
toward providing policy-relevant information, it is essential to. arti-
culate the fundamental goals and assu.mpt1ons very carefully, i.e., to
define the. problems and issues which the study must address. The
major goal of the study is clearly stated in the RFP -- to study the °
effects of individualized instruction on compensatoxy education students.—.

However, before this general goal can be achieved,.the criteria for

. gjudgmg effect1veness and def1mtlons of individualized and standardized

prrograms must be developed It is this latter problem that we shall |

take up in this chapter.

-

A.: ¥ CONCEPT OF INDIVIDUALIZATION

.

The RFP notes that several ""individualized programs"' preeently in

general use differ widely in many respects,; but seem to share certain

characteristics: - ‘ ' v
T ¥ 'Stated performance objectives. T ¢
i
- 2. D1agn051s of md1v1dual student needs with respect to these
s " objectives. .
2 L
3. - Regular progress tests.
4. Use of test findings to identify the opt'imal instruction rate

for each child, allowing each student to proceed at'his own,

, rate.

- .
‘ .

The RFP identifies #4 above as thé"e’ssennal d1stmgu1sh1ng feature .

of individualized® 1nstruct1on. ’ H .

One of the problems with attempt1ng to isolate ! essential distinguish-
ing features'! of individualized and standardized instruction is that it is
diffiéult to find features whic‘h seem to distinguish the two types taken
as a whole and are centrally characteristic of either type by itself, As

.

A
ized programs, with the exception of #4, is fypically uncharacterlstlc

of standardized programs. However, that does not mean gthat

. : 1I-1 .
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individualization of instructional rate is the“enly important difference
~N, N e

\ between the two approaches. Nor does it mean that var1at1ons in rate

according to individual student needs is the most 1mportant goal of in-

dividualized programs themse.lves. For example, Lmdvall & Cox (1972)

] state that I.nd1v1dually Prescr1bed Instruction (IP]) is organized around
six goals, only one of Wthh is that each student prOCeed at an optimal
rate. (The others include active student\mvolvement,' self-Sele.ctlon
and self-direction, self-evaluation, variation in techniques and
materials, and regular progress 'towa_.‘rd mastery of ‘e‘gecif.ied

objectives. ) -

- .

It appears to be easier to 'distingui.sh individualized from stand-
,, " ardized programs on a broad conceptual level than at the operational
. level, The differences between individualized and standardized pro-
grams appear to be largely in their organizing goals and differential
instructienal emphasis. That is, individualized programs tend to em-
phasize certain instructional approaches whereas standardlzed pro-
grams stress others. But there is also wide diversity w1thm the two
programs, and no single instructional technique can be singled out as |
uniquely defining’ fbr either type of program. Instead of searchmg for

a single defining feature, it seems more des1rab1e to begm w1th a con-

»: *
. of the shared goals and assumptions displayed by ex1st1ng programs 5&& -
a systematic development of the concepts underlymg them. Out of this
¢ analysis a workmg definition of individualized programs will emerge
which will accurately reflect both the reaL underlymg commonahtles ‘.

and the diversity to be found between and within them.

. ‘
.

1. Towards Defining Individualized Instruction

For the purposes of this report "individualized" instruction
will be dlfferentlated from ''standardized" instruction in terms of the .
extent to which the educatlonal program is oriented towards the par-

- ticular and unique characteristics of each student within that program

el .~ or classroom. . ¢ -

E
E
; ' " ceptual ana1y81s of md1v1dua11zed programs, based both on a d1st111at1on
E
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’ notion 'that an md1v1du9

a. The Sequential Pr,ecess of Ind1v1dua11zat1on R

Cent oC 's concept of 1nd1v1dual1zat10n is the
l{i/‘ rogram necessarily.involves three inter-
related steps. First, a diagnosis of the part1cular needs of a student
must take place. Thus a student s peculiar or spec1al abilities,
achieverr‘{ent, interests and/or home background are taken into account.
Second, an, educational program which is specially tailored to the indi-

vidual student s presumed optlmal learning mode is Qrescrlbed Thirdly,

the prescribed treatment or program is implemented.

When all three above steps have been taken in order, ;fve can say

‘that there is "individualized" instruction. It should be made clear,
]

however, that the major distinction between individualized instructig

and other types is not merely whether diagnosis, prescription an
mentation occur, but when they do occur, whether or not t

on the individual student's needs rather than on the group's ne

In considering this sequence of three steps, it is tem;:tihg to in-
clude additional criteria for defining individualization/standardization.
First, it would be possible to form additional criteria concerning the
basis on which the dlagnosm is made, .or the number and kind of student
characteristics taken into account. It is CRI'S contention that while it ~
ie important to gather this kind of ihfbrmation, it is not relevant to the
problem of distinguishing individualized from standardized mstructlom

There is simply no smgle set of student characterlstlcs that educators

pqint of defining individualized instruction, the manner of dlagnoms is
less important than the fact that it was made on the basis of some bona

fide set of criteria apphec} to students as individuals, .

0y

It would also be tempting to gather data regardmg the assumptions
underlymg the teacher's selection of a given pl‘eSCl‘lptlon for a partlcular
d1agn031s that is, on what basis does a teacher decide what educatlonal'
strategy will best fit 2 diagnosed need? Agam, while this is an interest-

mg questlon‘,m its own right, it is our feeling that it must be considered

tangential to the problem of studying the eéffects of individualized mstrUc— .

,,2-

tion, and therefore lies beyond the scope of the study

- -
- e * .

R - 11-.3 .. :

S 1)

_agree should be taken into acgount in makmg dlagnosm. Fram the stand- "

L)

are fQtused
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spructipn. Concretely, i,however there are a number oﬁ ways in which
the process of individu_‘a:lizing instructional treatments cern be carrie

. out. CRI found it usefu\to distinguish eight . der1ved catego -
ies of individualized instr\ctional treatmenfs. Thése categor1es were

developed on the basis of a of relevant h,terature and validated

ion caq be d1££erent1ated by arylng (1) the ",

c-)ntent or objectwes d1££ rent students are expected to master; (2) the

. objectives and (3) the sequence in which a given set of gbjectives are

prescribed for differ¢nt studenté. In additioh, when di gp_,rent student,s
, are work1ng on the game ob_]ectlve, individualized instdhgts chtlon can be ¥ .
53‘ d1f£er;nt1ated b/rymg (4) the materials that differe students uti-

5 I1zed (5) the tezcher behav1or erhployed with the differgnt students,

(6) the " student éehavmr that is expected from different students,
N

(7) the social settlng and (8) physical setting in which lgarning for

different students takes place. .
'.I"‘he’ eight categories clearly interlock to some degree, since the

de,{;ision to vary instructional strategy in any one categdry (e.g.,

materlals) often implies variations’ 1n other categbries § well (e g,

physlcal sett1ng or student behav1ors) The categories epresent an

.

attempt to.list the different variables involved in instruction coveping

. ,
~ P . .

“ v
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what the student is doing, why and where he is doing it, with whom and
with what materials, at what rate gnd in what sequence, and what
teacher behaviors are involved, [t must be kept in mind, however, that
in order for any of the eight abgke characteristics of instruction to meet
the essential criterion of individualized instruction, the differential
treatment that is prescribed And implemented for an individual must

be Based upon a diagnosis ¢ the student's own particular needs,

These'variabies were selected for study primarily because they

reflect ogeratlonal diffeYences between classrooms, rather than differ-

ences in the theoretig, concept1ons or educational assumptmns under-
lying a particular ms'ructwnal approach Classrooms can be meaning-
fully compared w1th respect to each of these characteristics, and taken
‘together the categdries seern ‘to" encompass all the major ways in wh1ch

instruction can b¢ individualized at an ,operational level,

An altern tive to the approach to the variable categorization
taken here wo ld be to onstruct a similar list of vamables wh1ch are -

based on broad programmahc educatwnal goals or d1fferent models of

the learning p;ocess,(such as the ""extent of student involvement and

oy,




receive different teacher behavior etc., as a function of individual

diagnostic-based prescriptions. For example, the teacher may form

small (theoretically homogeneous) instructional g-roups which in fact

are prescribed different objectives. By our deﬁ,;m»txon this teacher

has individualized instruction more than a teacher who prescribes

the same objectives for every student in the class. Therefore, indi-

vidualized instruction can vary in the Way it occurs and the extent to

, which it occurs. Because of these var1at10ns, we have concluded that

1nd1v1dua11zed 1nstruct10n is mult1 dlmensmnal in nature. as illustrated

in Table ! below. J .

Table 1

*The Multidimensional Nature of Individualized Instruction
P g A

~
’

Extent of Ind)ividue.lization/‘Standardization
Extent to which Diagnosis, Prescription, and
; . Implementatxon Occurs for: *
Ind1v1dual Student — Subgroups —* | Total Group
y (Individualized) . (Differentiated)“ (Standardized)
7
1. Content
_‘3 2. Rate
-
’ 8 g 3. Seq};ence i

w &) 4. Materials
£ e : ‘
.g; 5|5. Teacher ' .
£ g Behavior, ) b
) - -
gg ~6. Student ‘ : ' 3 |
] Beha\‘nor ! '
= g 7. Social . \ &
oh : R
i;l' o Setting !

] {

~ | 8. Physical .

Setting ’
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, "key'" process variables that distinguish individualized ard standardized.

2
e

-

- -

The degree to which these elght dimensions of 1nd1v1dualrzed
mstructmns occur mdependently of one another is an emp1r1cal ques-

L}

tion that 'should be investigated in the proposed research. Further,
the nature of the interrelationship among these dimensions may help
define qualitatively different kinds of individua'lized instructional
programs. For example, in somé kinds of individualized instruc-" -
tional programs, there may be a ‘high degree of individualization in
terms of rate and materials, while in other kinds (such a$ might“be
founa in alternative schools), greater individualization in content and

sequence might be expected. . ‘ . -

The eight dimensions of individualized instruction are disccussed

in more detail in a later section and are hereafter referred to as the

instruction.

2. Towards Defining Standardized Instructions

I

b

'In contrast to individualized instruction, standardized in-
truction involves assigning essentially the same .educational cur-

riculum to.all students in'a given group. This assignment may involve

a prior step of diagnosis of individual needs, but is distinguished from

individualized instruction in that the prescribed curriculum ard imple-

mented instructional programs are based on what would be best for the

dividuals.

/’niajority of students in a classroom rather than for sub-groups or in-

b3

-

In actual practice, the distinction between ind_jvidualized and

standardized instructional approaches will be largely a matter of the
extent to whith 1nd1v1dua.11zat1on is occurring along any of the eight *
d1mens1ons. The greater the number of student;s ina g1ven classroom
who are treated differently because they have been found to have

3

different characteristics.and needs, the more the

ingtructional program

E
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can be' said to individualized. - In a completely standardized program,

howev’er, every student is treated alike. .

.

B. CONCEPTUAL MODEL FOR THE STUDY DESIGN | . ' - %

<

Indw\&lahzatmn of mstruct1on does not occur in a vacuum. /g,{th -

the form that md1v1duahzed or standardlzed instruction-take wj Yin a. -
classroom and the mﬁpact on outcosz are likely to be affe;%ﬁl by a v

\ ; R ;

#

'wvzde range of other variables,

N 3 X . ~ ¢ - - ‘l: ’ ‘
T In addltlon to the key d1st1ngu«1s}n—ng process"varmgffs, other )

1

var1ables have been included btcause they meet one q?more of the
' .followmg criteria: ) : /4{»?}',-

AT

»

) variables that are hkely to have a dlregztﬁlmpact on outcome

measures in ahy program whether m;}}‘\uduahzed or standard-

R T
N : ized. , ﬁs:'if»{?. . S
'V . 4{#,1( » - -

) var1ables ‘that potent1ally affect the way in which . ,

. individualized or standard1zed programs are

implemernited. '

L ° variables that are likely to moderate]the effectiveness

of various types of individualized or sta'ndardized programs.

'y
Py L

In the following sectlons, usTAg four sets o#vanables to organize

the d1scuss1on, we will present our conceptual scheme by identifying

" the corq?onent variables, pointing toward theif operational definition,"

+and justifying their inclusion in the scheme. /
2
The f&rst set are process varlables whi ch pertain to "in-class"

1" phenomena. *This includes all those varlables descr1bmg the way in

which instruction is actually carried out. v

~

A

It should be noted that it is least logically possible that individual

. diagnosis might lead to the conclustion that all students in a given

classroom have the same needs, in which case a standdrdized pro-

gram might be indicated even'by "individualized' criteria. While

it is obvious that some classrooms are more heterogenous than .

others. It is CRI's pogition that in_practice no classroom is homo-
‘ geneous. . . .t

+




s e

. 'Tw'b categories of process variables need to be distiriguished for
purposes of th1s research. The first kmd consists of the factors which
dlfferentlate individualized 'from standardlzed mstruétlon. These are
ef central interest to the study and have been outlined prev1ously. The
second category includes all class room process variables that do not
thems elves d1stmgulsh between these two types of mstructmn, but wh1ch
‘are important aspects of the mstructmnal process in other ways and
which therefore need to be assessed. These ‘would include, for example,
® the number of hours per week devoted to math and reading mstructmn,

the use of different kinds of positive and negative remforcements tech-
mques', and the type of instructional materials avaﬂable for use and

actually used in the classroom.
"{‘wo other sets of variables share the property of being '"givens,"

They aj/e contextual variables thought of as ¢onstraints i}nposed by eithe‘

extra-class, school, or community characteristics, and input variables,

which are primarily individual student or teacher attributes. . . ,

More spe01flca11y, contextual variables refer to those charac-
ter1st1cs or dimensions wh1ch can be used to describe thé instructional
setting at a level broader ‘than the individual classroom. Major contextual

-variables include geographical region, urban-rural characteristics, '
community cheracteristics of students and staff 'in the school as a

whele_. More interesting contextual variables might include such things
as the interpersonal climate in the school, "level of parent involvement,
the nature of ,infofrnal lines of communication, and the degree of

district, school and#eacher control over program selection. -

Input variables refer to those characteristic features oflthe
classroom itself which f‘ﬁight ‘be expected to relate to the success or
failure of the program, and which should be included in the analyses as
Z:ova,natmn fe.otor‘s The major input variables include the character-
istics ef the students in the class (e.g. class size, initial achievement
s_;ores: mixture of disadvantaged vs. nori—disadve.ntaged students, '
initial‘non;-coghitive scores, etc.); those of the j:eachers_ and other

instructional staff (e.g. staff size, teaching experience, iﬁs{tructional

II-9 )
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.student and teacher attitudes, pr1or eXperiences, abilities and interests,

ass1gnments and roles, presence of specialized sk1lls, 1n1t1a1 att1tudes ),
and the characteristics of the classroom program and fac111t1es (e g.
instructional grouping patterns, trad1t1ona1 vs. open or non-graded '

classroom, physical fac1l1t1es) ) ~. -

The fourth set’ of variables in the conceptual model are outecome
variables. The most obvious outcome var1ables the research team
should look at are student’ s ach1evemenL in mathemat1cs and read1ng . .
Less obvious, but possibly of equal significance are classroom environ-
ment or non-cognitive dependent var1ab1es. Programs w1]_1 certamly
have consequences on student and teacher attitudes as well as direct

academ1c consequences. Programs which effect how students and

" teachers feel about tgernsel‘ves, each other and the learning process

could even be more important than initial specific content learnings. ‘s

For example, if a student as a result of being able to ach1eve at h1s

own rate, learns to like 1earn1ng, that might be more Valuable in the

long run than how well he 1n1t1a11y learns to read.

~

Exhibit II-1 presents an abbreviated vis ual sketch)of the proposed-
conceptual model 1nd1cat1ng the 1nteract1on between these four sets of .
variables. _As Exhibit II-1 1Jlust'rates, input and context var1ab1es are
expected to have direct effects on in-class process variables which in .

turn effedt outcome vayiables. In addition, process variables will have

. effects on each other. Finally, although it is beyond the scope of the

specific proposed research, outcomes will (hopefully) in turn have

effects on input, context and-process variableg-

The primary concern of this research is the effect of individualized

5 standardized compensatory mstructldn on outcomes, i.e. ,
ement in math, read1ng and other non-cognitive factors or c1ass-
envirpnment. In order to make 1nte111gent statements about this
ary concern, the research effort should spec1£y under what set of
ircumstances individualization- outcome re;lat1onsh1p occur. Probably,
indjvidualization is likely to be more successful in certain contexts or

communities and less successful in others. L1kew1s e, inputs, i.e.,

M L
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-
rcsuité.nt outcomes. v

< 1n summary, CRI's overall conceptual approach to the study de
s1gn dlffers in a2 number of respects fromthat suggested by NIE in the
Request for Proposal. The reason for these dlfferences is that after

cons1dermg the nature of the problem, we do not feel that mdw;duai-

1zed instruction can be assumed to differ from standardized mstructlon
ih‘any smgle, well-defined respect. The' two approaches at the concep-
*tual level seem to represent two reasonably distinct instructional

$trategies, but onés which are charactenzed at the operational level by

Ny ' highly complex clusters of mterrelated practices, the particular com-

~

bination of which vary W1de1y from one program 'to another. Thus 1t

D L

is considerably easier to d1stmgu1sh the two approaches at a broad -

.( .., ~conceptual level rather than at the operational level in the classrgdm, ¢
. f The methodological approach that we have developed w111 however,

N allow the contractor to develop emplrlcally derived operatmnal defi-

& nitions of individualized programs, :

.
' ’ °
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. METHODOLOGY -

A. INTRODUCTION

The purpeose of this chapter iso specify in some detail,thepro-
cedures to be used in carry1ng out the study design. The following
methodolog1cal issues w1ll be considered: the reearch deS1gn and the

research quest1ons that the study should address; the nature of the

sample and procedures for obta1n1ng it; operationalization and measure-

" ment of all study var1ables and the development of Spec1f1c plans for

data collection and data analysis.

-
\

Since the choices and recommendations CRI hds made with

_ respect to each of these methodological issues are based on our-

analys is of the best overall strategy to take in des 1gn1ng the study,
we shall attempt wherever appropr1ate to docurnent the cr1ter1(a,.that
have been used; in makmg a part1cular decision. Wh1le this will be
done specifically in each, of the, sect1ons that follow, it may be useful °

to begm with a br1e£ dis cus§1on and review of the cons iderations

1nvolved in developmg the overall des1gn.

The 'm‘ajor criterion in developing the methodology is that the
initial stages of the research be consistent with the definition of
md1v1dual1zatxon/standard1zat1on~ as a muIt1 dimensional concept

Later stages of the research however, should be directed at deter—

~m1n1ng on an empirical bas is whether it makes sense to talk about

md1v1dual1zat1on as a szngle treatment dimension;.and if not, what
nafurally occurr1ng treatments related to individualization can be-

identified? The next step of the research strategy woudd be to

* ' examine the effects of these trea.tments on outcome variables,.

The "program free' orientation CRI has taken inr"designirlg the
study has several implications for the types of measures, procedures,

and analys es that will be uséd. For example, the 1nstrument employed
. [

) ©OIII-1
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to assléss student achievement can be focused on general educatiohal s
goals rather than on the part1cu.1ar objectives of the various programs
"being compared, i, e, this approach avoids to some ex’%ﬁt the prob- ..
lems that are mherent in trying ta make comp%.rlsons between programs-

A}

which may have somewhat different .objectives.

- .’ 1

.

Another implication is that the classroom rather than the school
or ”educational.pr‘ogram“ should become the sampling unit. Thus, ’
each un1t can be described in terms of the degree to which it does or
does not éxh1b1t "md1v1dua11zat1o;1” of 4nstruction. By taking this
approach,the focus of attention is on those underlying variables that
truly distinguish individualized from standard1zed instruction rather L
than 6n 1d1osyncraj:1c program character1st1cs that are tied to given
sets of instructional materials which are likely to be changed by the

- o

“time the study’is completed. ‘ ’

, .
* Our basic approaeh then is to obtain a sample of classrooms .
that appear to vary greatly along the eight dimensions of individuali-.
zation/ls':tahdardization, measure through a series of ins truments .the
extent to which the classrooms actially do vary, and then céntra_ét_

the outcomes of programs which appear to cluster around certain under -

Iying process, input.and contextual variables. .
B...  RESEARCH DESIGN” ' : , ,

"The study involves a quasi-experimental, longitudinal design,
with pre and post 'measures of student achievement.and teacher a;)d
.8tudent attitudes. Treatment groups are defined B‘y”categorizing
ex1st1ng classroom programs into two or¥ more grfups on the basis
of their patterns of individualization or standard1zat1on of classroom
mstructm’n on each of several dn:nensmns. In addition, the design

provides for two observations of classroom processes, separated by

a period of two, monthg., The design can be schematized as,follows: :

I d

' | 1I-2 o -
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. _ P ‘ . . ‘ .
‘ Xi % - % % 0 '
X, 0, 02' o, -
X, ov 0 o, -0, o o

, N‘X through X refer to different treatment grot;xps: 0 and 0

-~ J

are observations of student ach1evement and non-cognitive, attitudinal

measureS, and 02 and 03 are,observatlons of classroom processes.,

The primary focus of the study is on determining.\yhethér the
treatments (i.e., differences in-individualization of instruction) have
any differential effect on outcome measures (i. e., changes from 0l ‘

to 0 in student achievement and other measures)«

Thg variables in ‘the study have been divided into the following cate-
gories: dimensjions o{‘mdlwduahzatlon oiirer process variables, outcomes
variables, input variables and.contextual variables, Input, coptextual
and other process variables have been included for two reasons. | C
The first is':to "control' for possible confounding.of’thié variable of
prir.nary, interest with other variables. If, for exarnﬂple, it happens

’ that classrooms with individualized instruction tend to have a greater

. number of teaching aides than do classrooms with standardized
instruction, it is necessary to take this into account in c6mparing thé
two types of programs. ‘Second, it is important to be able to asséss
the extend: to which the effects of individualization might’ interact with
other contextual or background variables, Standardized instruction .

- may be more effective in some settings, individualized in others.

Since the resultsvare to be used .;‘.o help make important'policy
recommendatlons, it is essential that the analysls enable us to make .

¥ statements about the l1kely effects of a gwen program not only in the N
ab_stract, but in the particular typés of ‘settings in which it might be

2
o -

implemeﬁted. ) i

-
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C.' . -RESEARCHQUESTIONS : =~ * - c

Tl';’e’overall research strategy can be divided into three stages,
each of which can be described by a set of research questions.

.

. Stage 1 - Defining Treatments

’

In the first stage, ‘the study should focus on deséribing

) the types of compensatory education programs which currently ex1st

in terr‘ns of mput context and process variables. The follow1ng

-research questi ons should be addressed:

. What patterns of variation exist between programs
wi th respect to variables related to the concept
of individualization?

° Is it possible to define a single meaningful dimen-

sion corresponding to the notion of individualization?

. Is it possible to define”a"}:ypology of -programs with a

few categories into which'most existing programs -

. can be classified'? '
¢ -
/ ‘1—‘ —

2. Stage 2 - Comparmg Treatment Effects

Data from the first phase would be used to divide programs
into categones, on the basis of naturally occurring clusters of pro-
gram types. In the second stage, the task would be to assess the
effects of the treatments defined in the first stage on student achieve-
ment and classroom environment measures. This would include

addressing the following research questions:

: . Which program types seem to produce’the largest

gains or growth rates in student achievement?

’

° Which types of programs produce the largest '"gains" ’
. 4
or positive changes in attitudes and self-concept? A
®... Are these effects present even when the effects of
possfble confounding variables are taken into account? "
) ‘ ,

, 11-4 -
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Y ‘_ 3. Stage 3 - Predicting Implementation Effects \\ )

.

In the thlrd stage, we would attempt to predict the hkely
- effects of the program "treatments" if they were- ﬂnplemented in
. classroorfis havmg spemﬁed character1st1cs, The goal would be to
devglop a model of the l1kely 1mpact of changing from one type of )
curr1culum to another. If thé treatments ha\re consu;te;nt Sffects .~ - .

_ across classrooms, this task is a rather stra1ghtforward extensmn

of sta.ge 2. However, it would go beyond stage 2 in that interaction
’ ~effects. would be taken into account’-és“ well.. Specific research ques-

*

tions include the following:

.

® Do-the different ''treatments' or program types
actually occur in a wide variety of settings? If
there is a particular type of setting (as defined

b;r contextual and input variables) in which a - |
given program type does not occur, is this because
of any fundamental incompatibility between the
4w0? (The first is an important-empirigal .

: question, the second an important analytic one).

[ Are there contextual and/or mput variables that -
serve to limit or to enhance the effects of a given e
program? Areﬁthef‘e ""cross-over' interactions -
such that a program which.is superior in one

setting is inferior in another? .

™ For a given set of c‘&’m’éxttrél vor input character-
1st1cs, what is the. 11kely 1mpact of a part1cu1ar
type of program when implemented in a classroom .

Yo ‘ having those characteristi¢s?

Each of the above sets of research questions can in turn be con-
cretized into a large number of more specific qué&stions,, by framing
it in terms of specific variables rather than.categories of variables.
In the sections yvhich follow, we shall attempt to outline in more,

. detail the procedures developed to carry out the research design and

* answer the general research questions set forth above. ’ -
L%

s

/' ¢ &)

-
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D. ' SAMPLING PLAN T .

M . . .
s .

In developmg a sampling plan, we have been guided by (1).a_set
. of genera.l considerations "which reflect the goals of the overall study
- design and (2) spec1f1c constraints 1mposed by other £eatures in tHe

design and secondary pol1cy goals stated by NIE in the Reques st for

oo N SN — Y - H

Proposal, *

s

- i, General Considerations

For the reason’s stated in Chapter I, ©©R1I does not deem
it advisable to seek a sample of programs which are categorized as -

! individualized or standardzzed or the basis of odly one arbitrarily . .

chosen criterion (such as the presence or absence of variation in

rate of student progress) Rather, the goal should be to identify a . {
-sample of rograms which represent a wide range of var1at1on along
. each of several different dimensions of individualizatior vs. standar-

dization, L . F

Pracucally, this would involve a sequence of steps. First, a
sample of d15tr1cts would be selected on the basis of existing survey
ata, ' The second step would involve select1on of schools within each ¢
district that appear to representa reasonable degree of variation in
thei

t}urd step would involve gather1ng more spec1f1c information by

overall degree of individualization or standardization. The

est1mate of the freq ncy with which d1ff’erent types of programs are
actually being used, this should not be a major consideration in, ,
select1ng the final sample. Certaln types of programs {e.g., stah-
dard1zed programs) may we be underrepresented in'the final g amnle

7 -
w1th respect to their actual frequ cy of occurrence, and othfrs ma

be overrepresented. The goal should to accurately reflect the/ .

'ran\ge of variation, rather thah-the frequency of prograz.m types.

- . “, N N . ‘ ~' ,~\- ‘e //
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2. Additional Constraints Set by Policy

Three additional constraints on the sample are imposed
by . secondary policy considerations set forth by NIE in the Request
for Proposal, ) ’ . e )

7

a.  Compatibility with District Survey I

’

NIE wouyld like to crosstvalidate program descrip- =
tion obtained in 15iétrict Survey I‘with measures oof actual implemen-
tation obtained in this study. ‘Therefore, one of the sampling con- i
straints 1s that half of the total sample should be fobta:ined from District .

Survey I. CRI suggests that the other half of the sample shéuld be

“obtained from the sampling frame developed for District Survey I, N

following the same stratification criteria, Thus, in the fixst of the’
N K 3 N
four steps outlined above, the contractor would begin with the 102

~

districts represented in District Surve;r' I and add 102 districts selected

’3

according to the same criteria as used for District Survey 1, for a
total of 204 d1str1cts. In each of the remammg steps toward select-

mg’a final sample, the contractor would impose the constraint that

4

half of the schools, and later half of the programs selected, would

be represented in District Survey I. .
e " g 2 .
. \ .~

b. Instrvr‘tienal Setting T -

~
‘One pf the ma_]or issues surroundmg the use of com-

O

pensatory education funds is whether _compensatory educat1on programs
should be implemented within a regular classroom or out§1de of it, i}
At present, many schools provide separate instruction for students

in compensatory, programs: " By providing separate instruction, there
is some insurance that the funds are beneﬁtmg the students for whom
they aresintended rather than bemg {ised to improve instruction in
general; however, there are questions about whether it is always

wise to puh u1sadvantaged students ot of a regular classroom for

- - -3

special instruction, - oy
. o :
=

In order to gather‘data relevant t6 this policy question, NIE |
would like to include in the sample schools of both types, in suffi-

cient numbérs to make a meaningful comparison.

~

~ ’ 1I1-7
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those programs which are unique or highly idiosynératic, Since the

- long-range purpose of the study ichj make recommendations to

' Congress in the form of objectives

. . ~. : ) - .

To meet this ‘secondayy policy objective, an additional constraint -
needs to be imposed on the sample, Approximately 50% of the schools
incduded in the sample should prov1de compensatory programs outside

of thigegul;r classroom, and approxlmately 50% within it. However,
wherfever readmg and/or math instruction is prov1ded both inside and

outside the classroom, the "outside the classroom settmg should be
considered an extension of the regular classroom. ‘Therefore, these °* y
1ristances should be tr‘eate.d as a part of~the "non- pull out!! sample. .o o
CRI recommends that data relevant to this criterion vsh’ould be gather:

ed in the telephone screening procedure. Every attempt should be

made to ensure that in the sample as a whole, this ”in.structional

setting' variable is not confoénded with the extent or type ef individ-

ualization provided in the program,

c." "Avoidance of ''Idiosyncratic" Programs v
Gl

NIE has stated that it wishes to exclude from the sample

hich c3n be implemented on a large

scale, the polic ’y reasons for-this are obvious. p

However, NIE has operationalized this. criterion by stating that

programs chosen should be represe’n’ted in at least two districts or

. 100 classrooms. This operationalization poses some difficulty within

our framework, since we have recommended that the study proceed

under the assumption that all prog.rams,are different until proven similar.

[
L

Moreover, it iscour belief that the sample should not be

restricted to programs which ar.ex;q)resently in widespread use. No

«®

attempt should be made to elimindte programs which represent, for-
example, a unique or idiosyncratic use of imagination and insight. .
The only valid policy reason for eliminating idiosyncratic programs, CRI
believes, would be if they are Succesgsful by virtue of a.set of physical

or financial resources not generally available, or by virtue of a set of

instructional pract1ces wh1ch cannot be 1mplemented elsewhere.

s

3
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To help ensure that the programs chosen could for the most -

%

part be implemented elsewhere CRI recommends that the sample be
restricted to public schools. Since there is a good deal of variation.

even among public sohools in the amount of resou rces available and

the political climate surrounding educational practices, thi.s‘does not -
completely solve the problem. But it doesl help to solve it, since it is

-

not unreasonable to maintain that any program which is currently

[

\bei‘ng' implemented in a public school can at least to some degree be

i - . .

imple;n‘ented in others as well. . -
. ¢

3. Determination of Samgle Size

| CRI believes that the study should involve a detailed, in-
, depth and extended examination of a relatively small set of schools
rather than a2 more superficial examination of 2 much larger set.

We are, therefore, recornmending that the study desigh include extended

.

classroom dbservation, structured interviews with teachers, and other

{’ data collection technig‘ues which are relatively expensive and time
{f* consuming. 4 ‘o _ y "
As a practical manner, then, the sam‘ple size has been set with

. i . this consideration in mind. We have set a target size of 250 class-

rooms for a complete set of dafa. " " -

¢

4, Selec;tion of Grade Level

L]

Tbe policy questions underlying this research are 'rele—

vant tg grades K through 4. 'However, to sample all five grade levels

would present enormous practical difficulties. Indeed, these diffi-
4‘ culties do n\ot disappear entirely unless the study is restricted 40 one
* v; grade level, and CRI recommends that this be done. This restriction
: enormously 31mp11£1es the problems of data collection, select1oln of

tes , and interpretation of the results of the study, and allows the
wk contractor to concentrate resources on énsuring the internal assess-
'\ n ment'of the gene ralizability of the results across different grade
levels. It is our feeling that in a study pr1mar1ly focused on the
processes rather than the .content of 1nstructlon, this limitation can
be lived with.

r . -

' 4 ui-9 ~ s




>
t

Y

.. - .
>

‘CRI recommends that the study should focus on Grade .3. This .

N . . ) e .
Tecommendation is based on two considerations.” First, our discus-

sions with school personnel and educators suggested that in the grades

Kand 1, and pos51bly 2 as well, 1nd1v1dua11zation of instruction whether

- planned or mtentiona]Nb is so widespread that it is difficult to find class-

rooms in which instruction can be said to "standardized, '’ at least in

terms of actual classroom practice in reading instruction.
- ——

Second, it i$ much more feasible to obtain reliable outcome
measures in the later.grades. This is particularly tfue for student
self-report attitudes, which are relatively more difficult to measure .
reliably in early primary grades. _But it ijnay also be true of achieve-
ment tests, becafise if: is easier to pick up short-term .gains after

students have learned onset skills.

5., ' Classroom as the Sampling Unit ‘. .

CRI recompmends that the classroom be used as the Primary
sampling unit. "Classroom' is defined as_the setting_ in which compen- ' e
satory education students receive fheir math and reading instruction.
Therefore, 'program'' is defined as the reading and math instructional
processes and content utilized within a given classroom; In practice,

this means that whether compensatory education students receive . -

their reagingv and math instruction in a "regular' classroom or in4
se*parat‘e—l_a—.b setting, that setting should be treated as the sampling -
unit. However, in instances -where compensatory education students
receive instruction in both the ''regular" classroom’and in another
setting (e. g., lab), their participation outside of the"class room should

be considered an extension of the > classroom and not as a separate

sampling unit. Data, however, should be collected on the educational
experience of compensatory education students in all settings ih which
they receive readmg and math instruction; however, for analysis

purposes, the cont acto{ should be able to distmguish the differences

in settings.




N

|
|
_ . l)ata should be coIlected'on all students in the clagsroom, whether
P ) disadvantaged or not. However, the contractor should be able to
| clearly identify the compensatbry education student sub-group in each
classroom, and run.separate and parallel data analyses on.this group.
= In practice this may frequentby pose some difficulties, While in many
classrooms the teacher will be able to provide the names of compen-
. satory educatign students, or they will be identifiable by virtue of the
’ : nature of the program, 1n other classrooms this will not be the case.
|

™™ AT ° o4
When it is not .pe cssible to ﬁ/ent1fy sucb students on the basis of
information prowded by local s8chool personnel, it is recommended
that pretest ach1e<'ement s¢ores be-used for this purpose, usina a

cr1terion of Ql or QZ scof’es in the total math or total reading scores,

 For purposes of data analyS1s, it will often be pos sible to . .
. examine the data w1th1)'l classrooms as well as between. Thus data

files should be kept on “4ndividual students. - -

.

6. Procedure for Obtamlng the Sample

e

It.is recommended that the Samplxng strategy proceed

‘ sequentially from selection of districts to selection of schools to

N 7
selection of classrooms.

w' ' R

. - a. Selection of Districts +

. The goal in the first stage should be to obtain a
nationwide sample of districts representing a variety of geographic ,
regions,, district populations, socioeconomic levels, and other
characteristics. It is not the purpose of this study to offer a truly ‘
representative sample of schools or districts. However, it is highly
unlikely that a sample restricted to narrow geographic regionsﬁ will
adequately represent other‘bac}(ground and contextual factors in
sufficient x'/\ariety We have found that States differ cons1derably in e

the ways in which they enco‘g};age. or requ1re then‘ dlstrlcts to utlllze ’

T1tle I funds. ’
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"sariple is essential.

v - »

In addition, ‘geographic differences in and of themselves are

very likely o emerge as important determinants of the impa\ct of -
the programs. - Since the policy; recommendations based on the
study will be applied on a nationwide scale} 'it is important to
have sufficient information to take these differences into account.

A
For these reasons, we feel that wide geographic diversity in the

.
.

“ ‘Moreover, the contractsr should select half of the sample of '
districts from District Survey I. It is therefore recomrnended that
the contractor use the samplmg frame developed for District Survey
I to select 102 districts, stratified according to the same variables
used in that survey. These 102 districts would be added to the 102

elected for inclusion in District Survey I fora total‘ sampling of
204 districts reoresent1ng different district sizes, geographlc re- '
gions, and levels and combinations of Federal and State funding for
compensatory education.

"/ b.  Selection of Schools

3

In the s,econd stage, the contractor should send
letters to the superintendents of the 204 districts, describing the {
study and soliciting recommendations of four principals of schools
within each district recei\;ing compensatory funds. Two principals

should be iikely to have an "'individualized, ' and two should be likely

" to” have a "standardized" third'grade classroom within their school. -

These letters should be sent on or about March 1, 1976, and should
be followed up by letter or phone 'if there is no response within two

" to three weeks. .

.

%

This procedure wo}ﬂ“c'f*yield a list of approximately 8004ﬁchoo‘is,

) with some initial hkellhood that both md1v1dua11ze,d--and standardlzed

: classrooms might be founcf‘m these schools., (It should be emphasized

that We do not expect that superintendents will always have accurate
mformat1on regarding the 1nd1v1dua11zat1on of classrooms in their

sc‘hools, and that the purpoSe of requesting this information 1s to help

locate classrooms, not to categorlze them conclusively),

. . ‘
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A possible variation of this procedure should, also be given con-
sideration. It might be considered desirable to weight the number of
schools selected according to the size of the district, with superin- /
tendents of large districts being asked to 1dent1fy a larger nurnber“of. B

) schools than supermtendents of smalle’r d1str1cts. To, a large extent,
this is a matter .0of policy, and ‘NIE should prov1de guldance to the ' \\
contractor 1!n determ1mng to,what extent the 5ample should be |
,r.epresentatwe, of the districts recediving Title I fund,s, or the schools - - - -
receiving such funds, or a combination. In making this determination,

it should be kept in mind that the District Survey I sample already

S

has overrepresented large . d1str1cts in proport1on to their total number,

although probably not in proportlon to thear share of the total student

.

population.

EN ' - d -
c. Selection of Cla§srooms - CoeL
. 2 -

On March 29, 1976, the Contractor should send
letters to the principals identified in the preceding stage, asking
them to identify a third grade classroom which might be appropriate
for incler.sion in the study, and to orovide,as much preliminary infor- | ..

mation on the nature of the program as they are able to give.

On the basis of this information, the contractor should narrow -
the list of schools/programs %0 400 which seem to represent a good
;‘ initial mix of individualized/standardized classrooms within each of

the levels of variables which stratify districts.

The contractor should then begin a screen by means of a tele~- .
phone screening procedure of the 400 teachers identified by princi-
pals as responsible for running the classrooms. The telephone
screening should focus on the nature of diagnosis, prescription and
| implen{‘gntation utilized in the classroom, and its goal should be to
' provide a basis for preliminary categorization of each program as

¥

"individualized" or 'standardized" w1th respect to each of the eight

A

_— dimensions described earlier (or somethmg very much like them).

Additional information should be obtained at this stage on tpe

-
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. of alist of s\,hools contacted crossed w1th mdﬁ@matwnftan-

) R :{‘ ’ ‘. ’ .
"instructiopal setting'' variable, sjze of the classroom, number .
and proportion ofdisaé‘vant’aged students, and any other variables

which ,ws;kll be considered in determining the final sami)ale.

It is suggested éhat this screeﬁing be ¢orducted between May‘
3 and June 4, '1976 Upon 'f:ompletion of the teacher scx’eening, the
contractor should have enough data to constrict a matrix consisting
dardlza.tmn variables. The next step would involve using the infor-
mation contained in this matrix to select a”final sample of 250
classrooms. The contractor should make use of systematic data . ’
analysi§ to.aid in selection of the final sample; for example, use .
of such techniques as multidimensional scalihg_’tb help identify /
naturally occurring clusters of program types from which class-
rooms can be selected. Such t;achnidues will also help‘ to document

the procedure used in selection. This task should be completed by

" June 25, 1976. .

, The criterion for selection would be to represent a broad
range of types of program‘s. Some programs would uédoubtedfy
be "individualized' with respect to all,the variables; others would
be "étandardized" with respect to all of them. We suspeét, how-
ever, that a substantial number would represent a mixture of
individualization on some variables and standardization on others.
These latter should be included in the final sample in sufficient -
numbers to accurately reflect the range of variation found in the
initial sample. There should be an attempt to include programs
representing not only different overall degrees’ of,1nd1v1dual1zat1on
as reflected in the number of "individualized" variables, but also
differént patterns and combinations of individualization, to th'e

extent that these are found to?occur.

7. Feasibility of[‘:he Sampling Procedure .

The major %acticé,l difficulties that may be encountered
in implementing the sampling plan outlined above are (l) obtaining
a qualitatively and quantitatively adequate response from superinten-

. o
dents and principals and (2) obtaining accurate and useful information

from teachers over the telephone.
e ' \ 111- 14
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o ’ ) With, respect to the first problem, difficulties may be of two : )
kinds. First, there may be a low re“sponse' rate. This pr_oblerrif' . ’

can be minimized by allowing in advance for sufficient manpower
. - . :

S
.

|

.and funding o provide, adequate followup Second, superintendents
! o ~ asa whole may be una.ble to steer the contractor toward a suff1c1ent’
i , number of sch/ools which, are l1kely to prov1de 1nd1v1dual1zed 1nstruc-
', tion. If th1s/seems to be the case, then it is suggested that the s
l. number of schools and teac-her/s\/contacted at th ‘nembre) ‘{93."‘5‘ I"",
F‘ e ‘L"W ﬁ‘p'wa'?'d 55 shsire that a yufficient var1ety of program ‘types will

L4

.

be available for the £1nal sample.

Iy
PR ' s

° With respect to the second, problem, CRI has recently concluded

a p1lot telephone screening of teachers, and has concluded that the

€

procedure is ent1rely feasible. Using an earl1er draft version of )
the Telephone Screening Gu1de (see Appendlx A), CRI talked with .

w ,
40 teachers and one principal by in schools located in 26 states (see by

A.ppendlx Ifor l1st1ngs) after making approximately 75 initial inquis

2 ries to school principals. ( .o 0 -
. . » :
Y ! ! . . a

Descr1pt1ve data on each of the 41 cIassrogms 1s pre ented in_ ;‘

.y W LR LY

Exh1b1t II1-1. Focusmg on the data relevant to s1x dimensions of 2, -A o

individualization-standardization several observat1ons can be mgde. .

E : The principal reported on the instructional practices of one of his - B »

third grade teachers who was unavailable because of the existence ; ) ;
of a teachers' str1ke. :
2The two other dimensions of individualization/standardization of
instruction--social setting and pupil behavior--were not measwred
because the decision to include these variables was not fin 'l1zed .o
until near the completion of the telephone screening., . ‘ o
3The data, from the telephone conversat1ons were summari ed in the
fol~low1ng manner. A classroom was considered to be indi idualized
along one of the diménsions if most or all students differed with re-
spect to the prescription along the dimension (e. g., proceeded at
| different rates or used different materials when working on given
objectives and the teacher reported that such decisions were based
on the d1agnos1s of student ability, needs and/or student choice. A
classroom was considered to-be standardized along one of the dimen-
sions if most or all received the same presgcription with'respect to *
” this- d1mens1on and either no individual diagngsis occurred or the ‘
| d1agn031s was used as part of a diagnosis of the ‘entire class group. ' s
A classroom was considered differentiated if the major differences ) .o
in prescr1pt1on for students with respect to the dimension occurred . ot
| . among different instructional groups, with most students within a h
| group receiving the sathe pregcription, and with diagnogtic activities. - '
l " if present,obelng used to divide students into mstruct‘fonal groups. ., . ‘

11115 ) . - e
. 40 .. o e .

Vad L4




érfusetg.d:l%'s of Dimensions of Individualization-
clagsroom for - Standard;za.ta.on for Math/Reading#*
instruction in- - | Mater-|T eacher ;JPhysical] . .
Math [ Reading |Content S@uence Rate] ials |Behavior| Settin "
No Yes D | D D | s/pD D/D S/s. )
'No ‘| ¥es D I I I I ¥ 1
Yes |= Yes D D -{D| D D’ . D’
No Yes . | I I~f1 -1 | s
No { Yes D/I 1~ | 1] 1] I B S
No | Yes I 1. | 1]sn p/1 ‘| s/s .
1' .“g.
No No I I I 71 I C1
Yes Yes D D D |« D D D
No Yes I I 1] 1 S A
Yesw| Yes D SR B O I 1
Yes Yes *D D I D I D/I
Yes Yes © |» 1 1 I| I 1 I | o
No .| No'..| D | s/ '|s/D|s/D o | s | - .
A D _ , e
No Yes p {°D |D]| D D I o
No No s/p |.s/p. |s/p|sip S/D S/D g
» . - . - -t
No . No D/s D/S I |D/I ) I/~ H
. L) —
~ =t
No Yes D ° D D' | D%, D D 2%
Yes | Yes D D p| D D/I | S N =
— = . ®o
No No D D .|| D D D 2 @
¥ 1
X / . i ¥ if‘ ﬁf’.o’%
No No |-D/D s/D .|s/D|s/D |, 1 S SE- A
N . g £3 - 1’ - v m '-U
No No " * D/1 D/l -~ |D/1| D D -|-S/1 9:3'
— - » : . _ . < \
No No D D D . |, D | 2 b
. A .'%U G
No No D D D o% %
v d O>
N - :
No Yes y B D_’ 5P I L o
s R p A
No No - , D D - D -
e
Yes *| Yes ,D/1' | DJ/I\ ||D/I|D/I D/1 | D/I |y
No No b D 1 | D D D/I N
No No ', | D/S D/I |I/D|D/1 I D " 8
No No .|D/1 | D/T'«.[p/Lip/t | D1 D/s |, 'H
Yes | No | D |4 Dw |D | D D s A E
- B ‘ﬁy . " * o ’ t‘
No No S/D 4 D I D D S @
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|
j

ot
R \ : v, B z::.
- 17 Nb Yes | D . D D D . D D = b
18\ Yes | Yes | D - D D| D D/I s 1 g
. 19~ | No No | D D D| D D D" E &
’ - T - g0
© J20°. |No No D/D s/D |s/D|s/D I .S E'E
- —1— < g
21 No ., No D/1 ‘| D/I |D/I| D D .| S/1 8:}
g _ : 1 4 <
23 _No No D p '|po| D I D >
: ‘ g
- | .23 No No D D D | D D D o5
s | RO O >
} 24 No Yes D D D| D D I 25
i
| 25 © | No No D D D| D D D ﬁ
N n - —
tl26 . | Yes Yes D/I D/I  [D/1|D/I D/I D/1 3
T _—— - ) -
27°° "|No | No D D 1.| D D D/1 2
28 No | No .| D/S p/i |yp|{p/s1 | 1.’ | D 3
: — - !
29 No- No D/I o/1  |[D/¥D/1 | D/I #D /S H
30 Yes | No D D D-| D .D & s E
31 [N No. 18/ | D .| o |- o ‘s t
i
32 Yes | Yes D D D | D D D
33 No No S I I D . 1 S ’
34 . | No#, { Yes S/1 'S/1 _ Is/1 |Ss/I s/1 S
7 38 o' | Yes D D p | D’ I I
Ly e
_— 36 No No* D D I ol 1’ D/1
- ~ w37 dY¥es -| Yes = |S/D S/T S/I |S/D S/D = S]1
. |38 |N¢ | Yes - | D- D D.|.D "1 =S
¢ “139 ™|px | pk- D D 1 |p | o | s°
ST 140 |No. | Yes D p., DD | I D ‘
41 ' |Yes | Yes D D D | D I D
—_ .
- .
' T * Symbols for math and reading are distinguished through separation with a
o , "glash" (e. g Math/Reading) if math and reading instruction do exhibit
& the same extent of individualization-standardization. Otherwise, one
s sy'q;lbol exther upe, ngM, or MDY ig md1cated for both math and: ,readmg.‘ . o . y
;, I - 'Individualized (d1agnosxs, p;escnptxon, and 1mp1ementat1on fo- e
’ cuses.on individual). .
94 . .
8- Standard1zed (dxagnosxs, prescnptxon and\xmplementatmn focuses )
.. « on entire class). .o
D - D1fferent1ated (practice representing fmddle pomt on 1nd1v1dua1-
! ) izing~-stafdardizing -dimension, i.e., diagnosis, .
QO L. ) prescription and 1mp1ementat1on focuses on sub, A \
ERIC. . : groups of class). 42 ' - ¥
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First, three classroom teachers appear to be md1v1dual1z1ng along each
of the d1menS1ons with respect to both math and reading instruction.

Second, no teacher seems to standardize instruction along all dimensions

for both math and reading, giving tentative support to our previously
stated contention that all teachers attempt to nindividualize!' in some

manner. THird, six teachers report mstructmnal practices that fall
between 1nd1v1duahzat1on and standard1zatwn (i.e.,differentiation) along

‘all dimensions for both math and reading. Fourth, most teachers seem

to employ some combinatierf of individualizing, d.ifferentating, and

standardizing mstructmnal practices, perhaps individualizing along-one’

dimension and standard1z1ng along others. Other teachers are consistent

in their extent of individualizing-standardizing along the six dimensions - |

-

for math, but employ instructional practices which are more or less
individualizing for reading. 4 ' '
L4

There are several conclusions that can be'reached. First, infor-

’

’

mation regarding the extent of individualization-standardization along
several dimensions can.-be obtained from teachers v1a the telephone. -
_Second, classrooms do differ with regard to the extent of individ- SR
ualization-standardization along each of our six (and presumably e1ght)
dimensions, mdma:t’i’rig theut:htrof*ccncepte&?mng—md-w;duahzatxon of
of instruction as bemg multi-dimensional and the feasibility of con- | ™
structing a sample containing clasarooms that mamfest a high degree

-of variation along the major mdependent var1ables mrthe.study.

. * . f‘ ‘ ﬂ t‘;'.z

<




E. ~ MEASUREMENT AND INSTRUMENTATION

~ -

1.” ,Variables . o J 7 ) R

- -3

The conceptual model presented earlier m thls eport has

"provided the framework for focusmg the study on the vana‘bles that must

be examined in order to answer the research questions that have been

posed This iocus is necessary because the vast array of variables that

might be examined with ,re.spect to any educational issue make it neces-

sary to delineate those which are most important.,}This section of the

report is designed to provide an orientation to the variables that CRI has *

. selectcd to be studi'ed. The variables have been categorized and will be

prcsented as follows process, (md1v1duahza.t1on/standard1zat1on variables,

and other process va.r1a.bles), outcome (achievement and non-cognitive),

contextual and 1n,put. b

a. Process Variables o . .

, _ ]
. . . 57 . .
. Two genic typesLof process variables should be examined.

.

The first type deals with the dlstmguls"hmg characte ristics of individualized

and standardized instruction in terms of the eight d1mens1ons of jndividu-

ah/,at1on/standard1zat1on that were brlefly presented earlier. The secdnd

set of process variables dre those that may differentially inffuence or

medxate the nature and/or success of instruction across vb.rlablllty in

individualization/standardization. .
. - ~ . ~

(1)  Individualization/Standardization Variables

Lo " Individualization/standardization varidblés are

" derived from the def1n1tlons of individualized and standardized instruction.

Included are the processes of (1) d1agnos1ng student needs, (2) prescribing

mstruct1ona.l treatments to meet those needs and (3) implementing the ~ '

prescr1bed treatment, in terms of the e1gh't dimensions of individualization/

. . - , s * ~?§,
standardization. - . R

-

As bhriefly meﬁtioned earlier, CRI recogni.zed that there are several

» ways a teacher can diagnose student needs and prescribe 1nstruct1onal

treatments to méet those needs, These Pprocgsses can be conscious or
.
.
£ L4
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unconscious, informal or highly structured The ‘ber of variables,

prescripti n, - . ‘
o ) [
While these factors are undoubtedly 1n;1portant as concomitant
a,r1ables in the analysis, in our conceptual/scheme studying the dlf- .
ferent' ways and rationales for diagnosing gnd prescribing does not * .

help in differentiating individualized instrfiction from standardized .

instruction. In our conceptual scheme the critical concept related
< ! -
to diagnoses and prescr1pt1on is the extent to wh1ch they occur at

the individual student level. That is, the extent t3 whlch the indi-
vidual student rather than the whole class or some sub gnoup is the |

object of the diagnostic based*ﬁ’i‘escnptmn.

[y
B

Individualization/standardization will be studied in terms of'

-

eight dimensions., These dimensions incorporate the basic ways in
which instruction may vary. The extent to which any classroom is

" individualized/standardized can be described in terms of the answers ’ .
N o ,"&

to the following questions: . ' . .

.

° Along what dimension(s) is/are individualized/standard : P

ized instruction occurring?

v

- ‘ - ? ‘
) What is the extent of individualization/standardization
. ,» along this/these dimension(s)?
' . o, To what extent is this variation based on iiid*ivi.cffigl, '

W s, group diagnostic-based prescriptions?

Bl -

“

- *In sum, classrooms can d1ffer from each other in terms of

the extent of individual 1zatmn/standard1zat1onCalongvany of e1ght

' d1mens1ons. Add1t1onally, clagsrooms can vary with respect to the

number and type of dimensions which arée’either md1v1dual1zed or. | -

standardized. Heqce, classrooms are not either "1nd1v1dua11zed"

& .

E or '"standardized, ' but are individualized/standardized in various
{ ways and to varying extets. .o S
;

v
. .
L ’ v
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e eight dimensions and their associated variable are now

LY P TR

" discussed in Mare detail:

' “(a) ontent . ‘ ’

< The. content dimensions of individualization/
standardization is the extent to which™different students proceed
throd'gh diffe,rent objectives. When this d1£,e s t1al treatment is

_based on individual, diagnostic-based prescription, reatment

_indicate’s a high degree of -indivuidualizat.ion.

o T
This dimension is included in several models of individualized

¢ instructional programs (e.g., Bishop, 1971; Carmichael and Marshali,
| 1970; Wilhelm 1962). However, usually the en\qphasis has been on
programs in the secondary schools, where students are often divided
according to post-secondary school goals (e.g., vocational and science,

! social sc1ence, or humanities college preparatmn) We maintain that
this dimension is relevant even in the early pr1mary grades. Probably
the most obvious way obJectlves vary among young students is that certain
_students proceed through additional or enrechment objectives in one '

i-‘
e gub‘ect area; presumabfy, other students rece1ve enrichment in other

, subject areas, . - ~ . . \:,‘ ’
R : : (b) Rate ., .
L4

standardization can be thought of as the extent to which different students

.

- ‘ The rate,dimension of individualization /

’ are expected to proceed through identical obJectlves in differen| lengths

of time as a function of individual, dlagnostlc based prescr1pt1on.

Allowmg for varlatlon in student's rate of ach1ev1ng objectives is
- he way most teachers have a,ttempted to 1nd1v1duahze instruction (Assom-
, ation for Superv1smn and Curriculum Devel upment 1964, Rothroc);_c,' 1970).
It also charactenzes the oldest, modern era attempts to individualize
instruction, i.e., the Winnetka and =ﬁ"’a‘ﬁ:on plans (Howes, 1970a). Such
efforts are based on the assumption students learn at different rates,

-~

basically as a function of their different aptitudes (see.Carroll, 196%);

’ - a
~ .
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Several e.utﬁors have also included some.form of the rate di.m.ensio,n in

their mold‘e'l of individualization (e. g., Carmichael and Marshall, 19790;
Devault and Kriewall, 1970; Gibbonsg, - 197q and 1971; Gronlund 1974; '
Howes, 1970a; Wilhelm, 19629. ‘_i s )

’ (c) " Sequence . . ' ,

o . - ).
. . ‘

. The d1men51on of sequence is the extent

to which different students proceed through a given set of objectives in
different 'yequences.. Again, differential treatment related to sequence

that results fromlindividual,vdiag'nostic-baserd_ prescription indicates a

high degree:of indi”vidue.lization. . . . .-

«

This dimension is not ve ry.'pr‘evafent in the literature’} primarily
b%tmo:st writers 'assurne that all instructional programs exist within -
a context~where there is a mandatory, specified sequence of objectives.

lered mandatory because the ‘sub-matter dictates .

(The sequence is T

such an order logically an school officials prescribe a specific order

for achieving objéctives. ) However, gncur with Devault and Kriewall
(1970) that one vs;ay to'indiyidualize instruction is T the sequence of
objectives tnat a student mesters. We assume that some instr
programs mcorporate th1s d1menS1on and, 1mportantly, that alterlng the
_sequence ‘of masterlng objectives may facilitate the achlevement of some
students. In othe_r words, we propose thaf what mlghf be the logical order of ,
obJectlves for mathematlcmns for example, may not be the most effective l
sequence of obJectwes in mathematics for certain sltu.den?‘s. (Variation )

in sequences of pursu1ng reading obJectlves probably JS less heret1cal to
reading spemﬁsts than 51m11ar variations in math obJectlves are to . .

many mathematicians.)

o ],, ' . . R . "
. A (d)T Materials ’
L . * ~. Pos ) . . .
¢ . The dimension of matetials is-defined as

the extent to which different instructionkl mater1als are utililized by

? | d1££erent students who are working of the same obJectwe. A high degree

. s

»

j - . ... of variation of mater1a18 resulting from individual, diagnostic- based G
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prescrxptmn is the 1nd1cator of 1nd1v1dual1zat1on along this dimension.
This process is somet1mes facilitiated by gu1des that cross reference
instructional 'materials with respect to specific instructional ob_;ect:,ves. o
Variation in materials can be achieved by using different bdoks and

. learning aides with different kinds of students in order to achieve the
same instructional ob_]ect1vesr The full range of the types of instructional

materials should be considered including audio-visual materials,

M e O i e T ot st «

workbooks, resource mater1als, programmed texts, hardware, etc. .

(e) Teacher Behavior

. The dimension of teacher behavior is the
extent to which a teacher relates to.one student in a different manner ~

3 an

‘than he/she relates to some other student ﬁ’these students are work1ng

A on the same objective. For example, a teacher may find that cer-
tain students respond to lectures, presentatlons, tutor1ng, etc.. In
. short, any different way a teacher behaves with respect -to different
' : students can be considered as a potential techn1que for 1nd1v1dual1z- _ _ x
ihg instruction if the d1fferent1a1 treatment is congruent with the
d1agn031s and prescriptions. In order to eliminate as much overlap
! and confusion as poss1ble between the teacher behavipr. dimension
and other d1mens1ons, the teacher behav1ors that are to be consid-
ex"ed under this category are: (1) makes oral presentation, (2) g1ves
\ demonstrauon, (3) facilitates discussion, (4) tutors, and (5) is not

.

“

e——
attively involved with students.
- LS

»

. . {f) Student Behavmr

v, N7

'I'he student behavior d1mens1on is the extent

-

to which different students engage in different activities while pro- ]
ceeding through 1dent1cal objectives. 'A high degree of variation in
student behavior, resulting from.individual, d1agnost1c based pre-

scr1pt1on is the indicator of md1v1dua11zat1on along this d1mens1on.
Here the part1cular student behaviors that are of 1nterest are; -

\ .

, whether the student is reading (silently or aloud), wr1t1ng, talking, ' C

. 11sten1ng, observ1ng, andfor manipulating some object other than

~ ’ to ' . i o‘ “ .
. L ‘ ' c,,  11-2Z2 - o




. " for purposes of reading and wr1t1ng. In short, varying what the o
student does in the classroom is one means for using information '

about the student as an index of differential treatment. . -‘V
" o (g) Social Setting
R Co - The social setting dimension is the extent‘g._ W

‘to which different students who are workmg on the same objective
are assigned to work with different members of the teaching staff
or other students as ;. function of identified chara,.cteristic;su of ‘stu-
dents and staff members. The question hére is 'who \;orks with
- whom given tcacher diagnosis.and pliescriptions. For instance, is
Johnny assigned to work with another studer_at because she/he has N
complimentary learnin'g abiIities, is Johnny assigned to a small
‘group of culturally s1m1lar students, does he work by h1mself with

a teacher's aid or does he work directly with the teacher.

In sum, variations in social settings must be gerrhane to spe-
cific characteristics of individual students and the students must
be working on the same objective in order for the social setting to .

be considered individualized. Further, the variations must be overt

e A 25 W Bt B e - e

and intentional. - ] .

.

. Finally, it 1s entirely possible that some ‘o
students work better in one type of physmal sett1ng whereas other )

) ’ (h) Physical Setting . ) -

students learn betfer in a different type of sett1ng. Physical set-
tings can vary with respect to such macrd viariables as whether
instruction is provided indoors or outS1de. It can also vary w1th

respect to changes, within the cl&‘s“s‘i‘"oom stch as whether the .

students work at.desks, on the floor, at tables, in carrels, or at
a learn1ng center. Perhaps the most 1mportant variation in physical «
settlng occurs when compensatory education students are physmally )
removed from the classroom for reading and/or math 1nstruct1on.
This variation is nnportant because a ''pull out' program combines

' o t';he‘ use of a s¢parate physical setting with a social setting that is

| b . «comprised of all compensatory educatioMﬂs.w_ ' .

' cry _ 111-23 -
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s Therefore, "the physical setting dimension is the extent to
which different students, who are working’ on identical objectives,
are a._ssigne‘d to different physical settings. ' Again, this differen-
tial must be based on the unique needs of individual students.in
order for this variation in treatment to be considered as a means

_.of ind—ividualizing instruction. i oo -

« (2) Other Process Variables

o
- The second set of process variables that should

be measured are those that are likely to influence the outcome of any
type of instruction, to help descr1be the type of instruction being offered

or to differentially affect the 1nd1v1dual1zat1on processes. The variables *3-43.{;

g
in this cluster include whether compensatory education students receive ;‘
) wF
. read1ng ‘and math instruction in their regular classroom’or in a special £y

laboratory setting apart from their regular classmates; total amount of
instructional time in reading, mathematics, and the areas related to

‘ reading and mathematics.(such as soC1alMstud1es and'sclence); student-
teacher-aide ratios; the number of different students seen by each teacher

_ per day; the amount of time teachers are given for plannmg, the type of
inservice. tra1n1ng g1ven ‘to teachers in order to help them maximize the R
effectivéness of whatever program ’they are employ1ng; the\procedures
employed for monitoring student progress (such as by the use of per1od1c
ob3ect1ves based tests); the nature of student 1nyolvement in plann1ng
their own programs; the system of record keepmg, the content of records ’

. kept on each student and the frequency with wh1ch they are updated the

degree of parent involvement; etc. ) A
\ v s b

I

»

Other process variables that appear to be'extremely fmportant aye

related to’ teacher/student and student/student 1nteract1ons within the
classroom. Foroexample, the use of pra1se, pun1shment feedback and
other teacher behav1ors may poSS1bly be monitoring behdviors that en-
hance the success in one type of program or another. Student/student

interactions such as students talking to other Students in class (related
‘r

- and non-related to inst ruct1on) will also be assessed. The use of physical

: e e
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environment of the classroom, in terms of its furniture, materials, etc.,

may be important moderating variables. These types of variables are

more completely discussed in a later section which discusses classroom . .
observation instruments. - .
b. Outcome Variables

The select1on and operationalization of relevant outcome
variables is a cr1t1cal feature of the study design. If the study is to provide
a meaningful basis for comparing existing program dimensions for the
purpose of drawing polic‘y implications, then the outcome variables must
rgflect important educational objectives applicable to a wide variety of
programs. CRI feels that there are two ways that this can be aceomphshed‘ N i
First, in selecting measures of academic impact, every attempt should be i
made to mclude tests wh1ch measure student ac'hlevements that constitute - {
central obJect1ves in most or all reading or mathemat1cs programs at 1
grade level. They should insofar as possible favor no one set of curricula, |

instructional materials or methods over any other.

.
R

Second, the outcome variables should include non-cognitive di-
mensions, such as student and teacher attitudes and classroom inter-
action variables. These dimensions constitute important‘.educational
ob3ect1ves in and of themselves, and hdve the additional attractive proper-
ty that they can be appropr1ate}y measured mdependently of the particular

achievement objectives embodied in a program.
' ) L° ) 2 ' . ‘ ‘, )
As suggested in the RFP, twe types of outcomes are considered:
. 4
° achievement in math and reading and

4

> O‘
° classroom environment which CRI takes to mean non-

N ~

cognitive outcomes

.

The former is of ’c'entral importance, especially gfven the thrust
of cornpensatory education programs However,. the importance of the
Iatter type of out\come, Wthh we interpret very’ broadly, is not to be
- underestimated for three reasons. F1rst, it is8 probable that the first
years of school.mg not only begin the process of subject matter 1nstruct1on
but also are important in shaping children's atb1tudes towards themselves

¥ s N
.

. .
- N ’ -

A o II1-25

. 51

’ ’ 5 . P el
. , . e W,,-




{2
d
-

34.;
2,

and toward the schooling process. Furthermore, the long term effects on
subsequent achievement of these attitudes may be equally, if not more,
potent than the long term effects of early subject matter learnmg Thus,

classroom environment or non-cognitive variables must be considered.

Second, it may be that certain patterns of'individual‘ized or stan
ized instructional programs produce equal student achievement (in the
short run) but have varied impacts on other attitudes and behav1ors of
students and staff miembers. The inclusion of non- é‘ognitive outcome
measures, then, provides a further baS1s for distinguishing the effects
of different kinds of instructional j programs -It seems reasonable to o
suggest ‘that educational decision- makers, when presepted with a choice
of 1mplement1nf, either of tw_d;d’s't'z?uctional programs, each of which is

. purported to produce. equa”l math and reading aghievement in their type
of school context, lwould select the program that produced other types of -
positive outcomes. Given that one of the purposes of the proposed study
is to prov1de 1nformation for such choices, it is imperative that these

other non-cognitive variables be 1ncorporated

' Third, these extra-cognitive factors sh‘ould be expected to have ‘
initial independent effects on compensatory programs, It is safe to
assume that some attitudes students bring to class inhibit while others
enhance learning. Further some types of att1tudes may foster some

program processes, while inhibiting or having negligible effects on

others. . E Lo man
: g
“ ¢ . . - i
. (1) Achievement
- Personalistic impressions (for exampnple see

Darrow and Howes, 1960) usually have favored some type of individual-
ized instruction for enhanc1ng of achievement outcomes. Hewever, the
reviews of available research on the effects of individualization in terms -
of math achievement (e. g.-» Weaver, 1966) and reading achievement

- (G’xroff' 1970; Seeber,, 1969) is npot as conclusive. First, some of the

) $tudies ,did not support the superiority, fmding no significant differences
or ah indication that some oﬁher method produced better results.. Second;, .

even if the findings were more un1form, the fmdings would be far from

N
v '
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conclusive, because of inadequate research designs. Previous research
is notably weak in sampling and control procedures, and program de- .
scnptions have been so sketchy that it' s impossible to tell whether or

in what way ‘'individualized" programs varied. . ' !

The maJor issues concerning math and reading ach1evement in-
volve qp.estions of measurement. Some of the relevant questions are:
What kind of an instrument will be ddministeréd? What does the in-
strument measure and’how validly ?" For instance, does the reading
test assess exposure to certain vocabularly, which is highly dependent
on specific k1nds of reading, and thus does not really measure reading
skill? Sir.nilarly, does the test require flue‘n;%pn.a certain language
or dialect that biases the results against certain groups of children?
Does the math test really measure understanding of mathematical
concepts and ability to per_forni math operations or does 'it assess familic
arity with certain kinds of experience, or does it baeicallynassess read

-

reading ability? These issues are dealt with more fullj in the instru-
ment section of this report. © o : ,

(2) Non-Cognitive Student Outcomes\~ . ' .

S - . s,

- ' . Thé&re are fi\ye attitudinal dimensions that are,
potentially affected by a student's éxperience ina type of individualized : .
or standardized instructional program. First, students develop attitudes

about the subject’ matter (in this particular case the focus is on mathand "

reading), and it is probable that such attitudes have some impact upon
as well as bei_ng impacted upon by a student's achiev’ement in the subject

area. Darrow and Howes (1960) contend that individualized instructional '
'p'rograms foster more positive attitudes toward the relevant subject

matter (via, reading) then supposedly non-individua.li”zed prdgrams.

, Second as a result of their experience in different types of’in-,

structional programs students develop Jttitudes about school. Some

students may like attending school, in ¥ ct they may prefer it'to staying

P

home or playing in the neighborhood, whz e other ch1ldren have a negative

a(ttitude toward school attendance.

.~
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In addition, to assessing this attitudinal dimension via attitude

scales (especially measures of enjoying school or anxiety teward ccn}iﬁ’g

to school), the follow1ng var1ables rrught used as indicators of attitude

to school attendance. " L. A _ . o
e . ) ) . . K s
e, ° the degree to which staff rjembers perceive a prevalence ;i . i
. of diSCipiine profﬂems; an i & T
s, . : . ‘ &
e the proportion of students abs’ént (or truant) during a given, f )
.- v period of ti&e. ) o : - ’

. e
.

There is sore evidence that "1nd1v1duahzed" instructional programs

tend to reduce the absence rate among students (Darrow and Howes, 1960).
-‘\'f . 3 - ] . v

Third, students attitudes toward their peers emerge. Students

can feel £r1 ly toward their classmates or wish they were ina class . .
W1th'other children. It'is uncertain whether individualization affects L

such attitudes. Perhaps the tendency in 1nd1v1dua11zed programs to .

have less group learning exper1ences, an occurrence that Larson
(1973) reports is_ not favoral')ly“’a'ccepted by" many students, has an - “
impact on the degree of liking within the class group. (Homans (1950) .

postulates, for 1nstance, that interaction resultp in stronger'affect < .
Thus, the reduct1on of interaction in individualized clas srooms’ if , o
such obtains, may reduce feelings of liking and d1sl1k1ng amdng class-

mates, ) By way of contrast, it may be that students in 1nd'1v1dual1ze

. programs form a more cohesive group, in that when students are. ‘ .

allo»\ied to. proceed through obJect1ves at their owr rate there is less -
reason for negative feehngs towaTd peers because they are caus1ng . 7.
B oy C L

the class to move too slowly or too fast

- Larson (1973) presents a.'findi_ng relevant to‘this point. In .a ' ,
- study. 'of an ",indi\'zidualized'\' versus a, "standard'ized" math instzfu,ctiqn.a‘l
program in Sweden, he found that students in the "individ'ualized"_
program were h‘ighlyévorable,to the practice of taking prognostic tests -

+ immediately after co leting an instructional unit, basically because

.

’ ‘, . . ' ’ ' IH".-28 ~ . - ‘ ‘H»
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they d1dn't have to wa1t for others. Thus, negative feelings‘ towards

peers may develop 1£ students see (he1r peerﬁ as responsjble for

’

delay1ng the. “completmn" of their own work.
-~ -4 rﬁ + . -

Fourth,)there is the area "of attitudes toward gelf. This att1tud1na1

dimension consists of two ma_]or subcategories: Self concept and locus

of control.- Albhough both variables have been conceived of as antecedenf"g

=4

of academic ach1even‘1ent (see fo: exa.mple, Coleman et al. , 1966) they k S

* can also be thought of as outcomes from certain schoohng exper1ences,

especially in the early grades. - : .

»

Selfconcept is an 1mport\pt outcome, espec1ally because of ifs '* '

-

potent1a11y large effect on later educational and occupat1ona1 achqege-

ment, ''Individualized" instructional prog rams are reported to fpster
better self- concepts that "non- 1nd1v1dual1zed“ programs (Darrow and

) Howes, 1960 Stahl and Analazone, 1970), presumably, because 'no. .
student is labele’d,,,as "slow“~(Car1ton and Moor,e, 19’70).

’ (.

Although locus -of control is usually d1chotom1zed into those per -
sons‘s‘:xhg,.thmk they can control what happens to them (1nternals) and )
those who cannot (externa.ls), the more useful distinction may be be- . ' .
"~ =~ tween those’ people who, internalize success and externahze failure "
_ versus those who externahze success and 1nternal1ze failure (cf. ’ .:'

Weiner, 1972). It is assumed that by providing for individual differen-

L]

. ocont*rol among students (see B1shqp, 1971)

A £1fth d1mens1on is student att1l;udes toward staff members,

Wha.ch is. one aspect.of what is popularly %alled student-teacher. rela- .

: " ces a program can foster a more product1ve percept1on of locus of
y £

TR
‘ t1ons. This is an 1mpojrtant outcome if only because of the gre}f\ '

| . amount of t1me whlch students spend with school personnel and thu
F mdlcate.,s the quahty of student ‘hfe. Darrovi and Howes (1960) r~eport '

. ‘ g -
Co that "1nd1v1dua’11zat1on" enhances student - teacher relat1ons.
- [ . "J«( $, . ]

o , i ’.(3)' Non Cognitive, T/éacher Outcomes o i

. “ ~

Sl . ' L’fducational dgcision’ m‘aker”s,need to be apprised .

* of the 'impa.cﬁ of ingtructional progra,ms:cv@n teachers and other staff




¢ » members for two reasons. First, the way teachers are affected has

¢onsequences for the way.students are treated. Teachers who are not
P ‘[¥satisfied with their situation are not likely td be effective with or
: / pleasantﬁto their §tudents. Potenti_al'ly,' dissatisfied teachers can have
v ‘a deleterious effect on their students. LSecond given the-eme rgent
strength of teachers' unions educational decision makers must focus °

J:heir attention to téachers needs and reactions in- order to iuaintain

r
-»
-

[ 'a smooth operation;’ v . . . AP

»

There are four'major attitudinal dimensions that comprise the
teacher outcomes.. First, as 1mp11ed above, there is the dimension

of teacher attitudes, toward students. Some teachers like their students

-and others are not happy with the memhers of their class and manage
to escape from their cgmpany as often ‘as po'ssible. erhaps the’ type

of 1nd1V1dua'~hz'ed:program affects such teacher attitudes,

A Y
Second, attitudes toward colleagues is also an important dimen-

sion. The nature of colleaguial relations has been shown to affect .

students (McPhe@on, 1972), and therefore if certain kinds of 1nd1V1du-
¢ alized 1nstructiona1 programs, beca.use of time and organizational ' ..
demands, have a negative effect on colleaguial relations,’ ti‘educa-

« - tional dec131on makers need to be aware of, this.

. .
. Lt -

! Third, therq is the area of teacher attitudes toward their job and

the school. Again, if different kinds of instru ctiuual programs differ- o .
o oo ) .
entiaffy 1nf1uerice teacher attitudes toward their job, then such informa-

e tion would prove useful to educational dedision makerd,.

' ] . - o

Fourth, teachers have attitudes about their own effectiveness as
teachers, Teachers vary on the extent to which they attribute student
. success or failure to their own teaching performance. ‘The more in-
d1v1dualized programs, particularly if they are more or less success--
ful may enhance a teacher's internal 'sense’of effectiveness. This o

variable, teacherjcus of cdntrol, is discussed in more detail under
o i ¢

input variables. . - . / 7 co

N .

‘C, Context Variables . ) N

v

Contextual variables refer to aspects‘or factors’

,

>
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- -

.which degc?ff)e ‘the extlraa‘classroo'rh;ins‘truction'al'envirorgn.ent or
- background conditions. The single mibst importarit contextual variable
is likely to be tie amouht of resources expended on individualization
# and instructional staff mc-ludmg related costs associated with teachmg.
It does not include many other items that arg often grouped under
" the headmg of "instructional expenses" unless they are specifically
targeted to reading or mathemat1cs 1nstruct1on. It shOuld be recog- .
nized,' however, that ”per cap1ta expenditure'' may not be 11near1y
related to either the ext t of individualization or level of student per-
fprmance (McDermott & Klein, 1974).. The réason for this is that I ..

hav1ng mpre money or time to spend on instruction does not guarantee “

that it will be spent wisely. On the dther hand, the avallab111ty of funds

- Jg}s' .

- and support staff may have an important bear1ng on the form or nature j:
of the kind of individualized instruction that is implemented. For ex-
ample, when fundss eare plent1fu1, instruction m1ght be individualized
by varying- materials ar physmal settings, whereas when funds are

3
limited, 1nd1v1dua11zat1on m1ght be ach1eved by wariations in tgacher

.

‘techniques (such as the use of studént tutors). - e

Another set of c”ontextual~ factors that should be examinged involves
district and commiunity attitudes towards in&fvidualizatiori. For cxa-
ample, are parents supportive of tlt‘“‘f“ic‘lea that students should be treated

. differently reiative to their respective characteristics or are they

~

opposed to such d1fferent1at1on” To what extent is there commumty

4
1nvolvement in compeﬂsatory educat1on adv1cement° As an index of

commumty 1nvolve’ment the ex1stence, size and attendance of compen-

-~

satorpadwsory committeg meetings should be ascertamed, 1nc1ud1ng
*

the extent and type of respons1b111ty involved. .
¥

. . The research effort should also be allerted to reg1onal and urban

rural distinctions. District and school charzcteristics may also be

important, e.g., number of pupils served, structure or extent of -

centrali zation of authority and status of school integration. The '

researchers 'should inquire about school staff rapport and the extent

and kind of control over the select1on of instructional programs.

Principals and staff who feel they have active control over how they

*
&~
“~
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‘l"

‘are with other kinds of students,

-

- 7 : .. > © . -

fulfill their respons1b1ht1es are more l1kely to effect positive outcomes

’ <

.J

2 . [ RS
bureaucrats.

e 1 -, ' =N

LN " -
Compensatory education program characteristics pe’r s€, should

' than those who feef helpless to anonymous authority or remote d'1str1ct

%e analyzed ‘as a major set of contextual\var1ab1es.- The investigafors
should attend to d!1str1ct and school enrollment (e, g. »» ethnicity and
grade level brea down), sources and amount of fund1ng and the total
number and breakdown of compensatory educat1on staff. Larger con-
centrated program efforts are likely to have d1f-£erent effectg than

‘smallet more isolated efforts,

: -d. Input Variables

In order to understand how individualized 1nstructlon

operates, it is 1mportant to consider what it operates on. What are the

student and staff g1vens "I.nput variables, then, refer to aspects of the .

class ibself that are thought to affect outcomes whether d1rectly or

-

through interaction with program variables.
’ 2
Certain kinds of students may profit most from certain types of

‘instr uction whereas other kmds’ of students may achieve more from a

alfferent type of instruction.

<. %

to as ”apt1tude treatment mteractlon”.

In recent years; this has been refﬁued
At the present t1me, there is

A
no clear indication of the nature of the student characteristics that dif-
¢

‘ferentiate betwgen those whp pro£1t most from varying types of instruc-

tion.
and/or to identify truly different types of instructional programs and/
or to gatherl and anaiyz/'ﬁthe'data in 2 manner that will facilitate finding
On the

other' hand,’ teachers may be more w1111ng to 1mplement certain ty‘pes

these intex‘a'ctiOns (such as the use of multiple moderators).

_of instructional’ prug rams W1th particular kinds of’ students than they

Thus, it seems adv1sable to collect
data on students' academic abilities, sex, ethnicity, socioeconomic

status\, and related factors in order to determine which types of pro-

'g'rams are generally uged with which kinds of students as well as which

kinds of prlograms are most successful with which kinds of students.

] . .

-

.
A

This may be due to £a1lu~rea to focus on'the right student attrlbutes ' .
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The set of student characteristics which needs to"be tapped

. 4
. . .

includes: - T oo ) -

«

‘o Demo/graphic factors (age, ethnicity, birthplace, sex, etc.) . )

e 5 Pretest academigc achievement (Reading and'Math)

¢

9

A T A—.v ,
e y
F—

.:f_—' a o Non-cognitive variables ' S )
;:\' ,': :., " e i\Iative language ' . . .
K Likewi‘ée,‘relevant staff cha’racteristics‘ shoultl also be measured. _
. . The} are: ' o0 ' Tl
) - e- ‘*Demog raph1c factots ., L ‘ :

. o. Academic background (degrwand any spec1al tra1n1ng) B :
’ . Languages spoken . ) i
3 e : e = - Non- cogn1tax?’é"\’;a—r;ab1es ‘ |

-

Teachers att1tudes and abilities are, of course, cr1t1c§l Some
teachers may be more W1ll1ng or able to serve as classroom managers
B . rather than instructors per se, sorne may be rhore tolerant of the seem-
ing disorder associated.with certain forms of individualized instruction,
ot ,e_tc. Similarly, some teachers mayv have had ‘specific tra1n1ng in using
' ‘ind1v1dua11zed techniques, worked with teachers who have used these
approaches, have tried the techniques themselves in other classes or
 subject matter areas, etc.’ Finally, teachers' attitudes towards their
students and the manner they feel most comfortable in relating to these
* students will haye a bearing on the extent to which these teachers are Vo Y
willing to expend the initial extra effort reuired to achieve,individu-
alized instruction. For example, Qa standardizeq.cfassroo'm program
would mak,e it easier for a teacher to maintain spcial distance with

B students and their famlhes than would an 1ndividualized program. ) .

>
¥ -
- N -

The mdnner in which teachers explam student performance can

influence what they do in ¢gheclassroom. If they view student perfor-’
ot mance as due mostly to factors out81de of theit control, then ‘they may

. . . . c




. ' experience a sense of powerlessriess. Teachers will derive little

reward from student successes if they cannot see how they are related

to teaching and will be at a loss as to what to do about poor student
performance if they think it is due to forces heyond their control. The

. . “students, who are on the other side of this, may be confused a\n-d dis- -
. courage’d by their teachers! behaﬁo;s. It teachers do not feel their °
teach1ng can really affect student learning they may.act in an incon-

B s1stent mannef trying one techn1que*on one day, a d1f£erent approach

-~

on another day and nét even trying oh a third day. On the _more pos1t1ve
side, if the teachers make it clear to the student that they\ believe that
- they can control the own outcomes, it may help them to develop a

sense of potency in the school settmg. o

' ) If, on the other-hand, teachers believe that they are mostly ‘ *

responsible for the successes'or failures of their students, they can

. get a great deal of re1n£orcement for teaching when students are do1ng
well This can be countered by the self-doubt generated when students

do- poorly*. Ef"the teacher takes'credit for a student's good performance

.then‘, the student can be denied the material for making internal attri-
butions £or his'good work At the sime time, if.the teachers take
resoons1b1l1ty for the student's poor achievement, they rhay be helpmg
them ma1nta1n a good self concept and c:trong mot1;atlon in the face of

failure, - )

. Some recent expe rimenta”l research has indicated that teachers
: have different explanations for student failure than they have for stu-

. dent ‘guccess. It seems that the teachers in these studies generally

studant pex"’formance to. thq student's lack of ab’111ty,or effort CRI has .

- taken this.finding into account in des1gn1ng the Teacher Locus of Con

Al . . ~

. C J trollnventory e . ° .
A ot ’ L0 - ' ) y o+

E i ) attr1buted stydent success to their good teaching and attr1buted poor
:

| -

E Class room program. and fac1l1t1es should also be taken into

account e.g., non-grdded or open versus traditional classrooms, .

Goodlad and "Anderson (1963) repopular12’ed the notion of schools w1th-

- out age- graded classrot( ts.. The rather Well supported assumpt1on

. . - . 4 " \(
f “ - -~ .
. ,

III-34 )




.
F i

- 1na.truct1on (see Anderson, 1962: B1shop, 1971; Gronlund,

.

5

-

’ grams (especially those that attempt to provide for variation in instruc-

Q

3 ) ’ - : .
being that there is.as much vdr1at1on in ability, interest, etc., among

similar age Students as among an age- heterogenous group of students. .
Theithrust was to break the lockstep graded curriculum, pr1mar1ly to

allow students to proceed at their own pace. Not surpr1smgly, such '

a scho.ol organization has been seen to facilitate efforts to md1v1dua11ze
1974)

P
It is assumed that implementing md1V1dual1zed mstructmnal pro- .

tional settings) is facilitated to the ‘extent tp which physmal facilities
) and equipment allow for fleX1b1l1t)r in size and structure of mstruct1onal

settings. Presum(ably, in schools where most classrooms are the

*
same size and cannot be partitioned adeguately, it is more difficult
to individualize instruction. o : o
. - / . .
Instruments . :
. ‘ /

* In erder to measure the variables that are defmed and

2.

described in the precedmg section, CRI has selected or developed a
number of measurement instruments. Where possible, previously
published or previously empl°oyed instruments were ghosen. Selection
was based on criteria relating to rel1ab1l1ty, val1d1ty(\ appropriat;{lees ot
to population and form and ease of administration. These criteria are
detailed'in the forthcomipg discussions of each instrument or get of
related instruments. Where no previously tésted and validated in_st'x:u-'
ments existed which allowed for measuring variables as they are
operat1onally defined, CRI developed appropr1ate measurement tech-
niques. The rat1onale underlymg the development of these mstruments ;

accompanies the descr1pt1on of each. Exh1b1t III-2 outlines the vari-

ables in terms of the conceptual orgamzatzon of this study. The in-

strument(s) that should be used to assess each of these variables is

[
. . ~

‘also given. . , '

~
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Variables and Associated Measurement Techniques

1w

.

VARIABLES MEAS'UR ES

’

"INSTRUMENTS

Process Variables -

A Key Variables that D1stmgu1sh
IndividnaliZation vs. Standard-
ization

. Rate

. Content .
Sequence | . .
Materials ,
. Tqacher Behavior’'
. ‘St.ud.ent Behavior
Social Set't‘ipg ‘

e
o]

Phys:c:—‘.l Setting .

Interview II

‘

Studerit Activity Log
and Teacher Inter-

3

*B.
F O

Other Process Variables

" 1. .Diagnosis and 'Prescijiption

< . y

) a.”

Y

Fr equencyzof ‘diagnosis and

s

< " b,

s

14

R oy

d.‘

400 J : . prescrlptlon. ;-

Formality/ipformality of
diagnosis and prescription.

Student attributes consid-
ered in didgnosis'apd . .
pre scription/ g Yoy
. : te
Use of d1agnost1c info in mak-
m’g curricular prescr1pt1bns.

ce. - Stude7nt involvement in EllagnO'

sis’and prescnptmn.

& .

T;;acher Interview I

~

7

.2. Utilizatioh of Instructional Teacher Interview I
Personnel. . -

r e ———— o -"D ) . 1\’)

' ' .a. Utilization of a.1des. '

- b. Ut1l1zatzon of crdss -age tutcgé ’ .
c. - Utilization of certified teachers} ,
_d. Utilization of-cirriculum v o
' specialist. oL .0 .
K § v
' IHF36 ~

4

-
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N Exh1b1t III 2 Varlables and Assoéla‘ted Meésurement Technlqu'e s )
a , VARIABLES MEASURED . : . INSTRUMENTS . '
.’:ﬁi - S . ) . ‘ N . t . - '
ARERRC N Classroom Management ‘ .
: - . . R - . . .= » . "y .o L4
. ' - - a. Adult/student ratio. Teacher Interview I
. b, Num"ber of different stude,nts des . O .. .
. ) teacher instructs. : ' ’
_ c. Physical location of reading "
RO and math instruction. . .
) d. -Use of homogeneous vs. heter-|. T , ‘
“ ] : ogeneous grouping. C ot O ) \
‘ e. Formal scheduling of 'teache}: Teacher Interview II T
‘ v time for instryctional planning) T =
' . f. In‘ét‘ructional time ‘devoted to |’ C
, reading and math, . -
B L] ! . < q ’
I . Student Progress Reporting to | Teacher Interview II Y
7 ° Parents . ‘ I
_ . ‘ ——ee . - 'y . LU 4 .
' 1o . A, Nature of reporting., ____”’ : .‘ Do o
) '0 . ( B, Frequency of reporting. s .. : P \ |
) R . o - :r - . . ] ] . .‘ - - - . J}’ A“
) 5. Instructwnal Personnel Training oLy - .' g k
§ o Te ! .y N
- N A v
. . ai—Special training of math and Teacher Interview I
! g reading teachers. ’
. ; - b. Inserv1ce training emphasgis Teacher Interview II |
o - : — on 1nd1v1dua11zat10n. -
. 6. Stddent/Teacher Interactions ,LClassroom Observa-
. I ' | tion Instrument
2 _ T a., .Variety and ty;ie of teacher (Five Minute Obser- o
s student interactions such as vation) ° a0 )
. . .« pergent of time teacher en- .
A gages in disciplining versus . .
. ) - 1nstruct10na1 activity. “ R, ,;F
. ‘ o ) b. .Teachar_.nse_.of praLse—a-nd ' v
. .o punishment. ,
? R |3 A - ¢ -—\ , ,
SR / Cs Nﬁmber of teacher inter- . o el
v ¢ ‘ actions'with individuals ', |7 . . . g
' " versus groups. " . ; o
- v \ . s - Y . . ‘ $' . 0 .
. ¢ [ :‘1.11-37. . . i l»‘ L A . .
* - ' N 0
o V. e s {A “ * . - * ]
I RIC <+ % - B3
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Exhibit III-2: Variables and Associated Mea:surer,nent Techhighes

* VARIABLES MEASURED

INSTRUMENTS

7. Classroom Decor , Classroom Observa-
: - tion Instrument
a. -Variety of instructional equip- | (Physical Environ-
ment and materials. <y ment Information)
] : . .
. b. "Displays of student products ,
: and personal items, i
c. Displays reflecting student )
A . - ethnicity.
& ) 2 ' ) 8 > ¢ :
. 8. Classroom Activity lsé.;ttern Glas‘qroom Obser- 1
" : ' . . vation Instrument
a. Distribution pattern of adults ' | (Classroom Check
and students., -, List) .
'+ b. Activity pattern of adults and .
rstudents. o,
c. Pattern of material usage. )
11 - Oﬁ?éd{nes : . )
‘A Reading.Achievement P Me't"rolpolitan Achieve- ',
. ) meént Test, Primaryl -
‘ : ‘ %< | o Word Knowledge
R - C . (Subtest)
, . Reading’ .,
) 4 " (Subtest) ' .
’ Y . A /.

MAT, Primary I

et Sy

Math Concepts
(Subtest)

Math Computation _

(Subtest)

-

C. Student non-cognitive outcomes

" 1.- "Attitude toward subject matter.
4 ,

L@

2. Attitude toward peers.
I ' # . o7 ~ )

v

I.

At

% YAbout the
‘things we' -
Learn'

%"'"About Other

Children and"
- Meyl

# Scale of Schc‘?ol Attitude Survey

o s

w' ) . :& 1

-

64
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Exhibit III-2: Variables and Asﬂsoc-iated Measurement Technigues

VARIABLES. MEASURED

INSTRUMENTS

3. Attitude toward teacher.

A}

- ~

Attitude toward school.

a. . Student Attendance.

N

b. Student Discipline
- o »op..,Pl'.é.b];el’n. . =

. ® 8 % L.

7 Attitude toward self. ,

4 O s W et -

- Vote s .

*

® "About the
Teacher and Me"

-

"About Me and My
Classroom'
Teacher Inter-

Vi‘xew"

3.

oo
ke

4,

a.

~ b Five Minute =

L]
.- i

Piers-Harris Cl}ijs:
ren's Self Concep_t
Scale ‘

5.,

6.
, Control Mea:s__t_x_rg .
"' (CRI) B

-

‘
»

.. Obsaryvation « -+

* Student. LQCU’S,.;Q'f.,_,..

e e ey

NS
D. /Te‘acher non-cognitive outcomes

L}

1. A—ttitu‘d e‘toward ‘s tu;ie nts.

A |
-~

¥ . v
“Attitudes toward’colléagues,
job ang school.

3. chus of control. .

S - * v

M ¥ - ¥

< .
i Minnesota Teacf)er
Attitude Inventory

1.

.

22~' Purdue Teacher
OEionnaire
‘ e e
3, Locus of Control

I"  Inveuntory for

‘ ;Teachers (CRI)

vA.

Context Vatiables

Urban/rural school

N -

. C’reographicv region

A

-

i o

'Sample.Charact'ei':i_ stics

' 4

-

»

Class size

Teacher Interview I

L

.. Status of school integration

Number of pupils served by-
district

v

v s
. “Groups involved in selection
" of instructional programs

-

Principal Questionnaire

e Scale of School Attitude Survey

W1I1-+39

. @ e

PRS-
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Exh1b1t II.I 2: Var1ables and As soc1ated Measurement Techniques

—— e .
IR R et TP TEES et o

"-"Eﬁast per pup1l of program

°School staff rapport . -

VARIABLES MEASURED INSTR UMENTS
- - -
G. School enrollment -
+ H.+- Sources and amount of . ‘ _Principal
s compensatory education funds N Duestionnaire -
',.»' . B
I N&mherand breakdewn of )
m_m“_":f‘(""‘”;gompensatory édu¢€ftion sta.ff T
T Sy _Par@ entel-attitudes stoward.
T T’f‘fﬁ”scho’o’r”ngﬂw DS &

1
. .T‘c

-::‘.:e;».af«.-m, s 2w =
N _M-L, -<Staff involvement in school ’
.l.eyel dec1s1ons N
Sy weeoT .
s ‘N"“’”’“‘Parent mvolvement aund influ-,
_ence on school level dec1s1ons

"Prihcipal Questionnaire

T‘eac'her Intervie;v YII

A. " Reading Achievement

. O, -Eength of t1rpe program-in . - :
s operation ' . ‘ [Teacher Interview II
R ‘ o )
P, .Parent.Support of . ‘ ! ' .
J instructional program Ao \
] - & - - .
Iv. ,Input V’ariables . . M ST ' bl/‘
2 . | . .
Metropgolitan Achiéve-

ment Test, Primary 1
Word Knowledge

i . e (Subtest)

E‘l : , . ‘ .Reading :

E . v f i (Subtest) 1.

- WOl B Maf Achievement b | MAT, Pr1maryl -

i 3 ,\::\ . S, ; e : Math COncepts

- 8y " . % | “ 2y, . (Subtest)

: N g O, ’ ({/ oo -Math Computation
%' -:. v i ; ! L (Subtest) .

F R \A - » . . ~

Student Nom Cogn1t71ve Inputé
‘ ﬂ - ! e :i} :
6,

A

7 a ) )
VRN i vy g .
5 : 5 g . Att de towa,,rd subj ect. # ""About the ‘Things
. 1\ ma r E We Learn® .
4 \ ?? 5 O B \F.
. g 0 \Attq,tude tQWard pee‘”s v efh % "Aboﬁt Other Children
9. 8 ‘,’; \\‘i‘ XD 4 , 5o AN and Me'" . '
‘. \z\‘a . £S ! \A’T\‘.‘f\.-\“ - PO ’. "i .:84' ‘(\1 — - 1)'{___
#Scale 8f School Aitt‘}\ e Surve ;0 i 3
R ™ Y 8 6, U % .
‘: Pl . oy . I ;)
o }i 6
con
o

v




A TY

)

[

’ * '
~
AN

Exh1b1t 1II-2: Variables and Assocxated Measurement-‘Techmques

-

‘3 VARIABLES "MEASURED ’ JINSTRUMENTS -
3.  Attitude toyvar'd' teacher % YAbout the Teacher
. and Me!"

"5, Attitude toward self’

. 6. Locus of Control

4, Attitude toward school

e~

-Student Locus of

3t

"About Me and My

Classroom' 8
Pier‘s-HSrris Children's
Self Conoept Scale

t
'

Céntrol Measure (CRI)
%

D, Teacher Non-Cognitive
Outcomes ; 2
\ v .
R Attitude toward students Minnesota Teacher \
Aftitude Inventory e &
o
, 2, Attitudes toward coll- ° | Purdue Teacher B
eagues, job and school Opinionnaire N
. ‘30 Locus of Control Locus of Control
Inventory for Teachers
(CRI) -
E, Student Demégrgphic . * Metropohtan Ach1eve-
factors . ment Test . .
F, Class transiency rate * Student Activity‘Log -
. Student native language : "
Teacher demographic factors Teacher Interview I '
I, Teacher academic backgroﬁnd ~
J.

x h »
Languages spoken hy teacher’

. to classes (graded/non-graded)

Criteria for as signing students’

-

Principal Questionnaire

A

¥

Flexibi]ity of clas s‘roqm facilities

Pregence of a variety of instruct-
ional materials

o

Physical Environment

5 Information
Degree classroom is scaled to v
students ~ R
i
Presence of a variety of toys, T

play equipment, etc.

by

% Scale ,’of School Aétitude Survey
. o I11-41 ; -




. . "~ The Student Activij Log .

" The Student Act1V1ty Log is a techmque CRI has

dev1sed to measure the extent of md1V1dual1zat1on/standardz,zatmn

within the cl:assroom. These .progesses are)operat1onally defined by

variation along the elght d1menS1ons of (l) content of objectives, . .

(2) rate at wh1ch d1fferent students Rroceed through the same objec-

tives, (3) sequence'of obJect1ves, (4) materials used by different

students on the same obJect1ves, (5) teacher behavmr, (6) student

act1V1ty, (7) social settmg and (8) physical setting. Measurement of

“these variables-is problemat1c for two major reasons.

N These phenomena are mamfested over an extended per1od

v

. of t1me. or example, it would take several weeks or

months to accurately assess whether all .students, some

students or no students work on objectives in the same
. - M

sequence. .

.t

7

L The visible behaviors which accompany these var1ables

v
’

. must be referenced to the spec1f1c obJect1ve a particular

pupil is Workmg on, For example, if several students

are using different materrals at a given time, it is “not

o
an indication of variation in materials as defined earl1er
. . .

unless the students are working on the same objective.
R r
CRI feel!that thesé problems preclude the use 01 in- dcpth o.,—,

' servation as a means. of obtaining data oh degree of 1nd1v1dual1zat1o_n

of 1nstrL1ct1on. In the f1rst place, the long term observat1on by re-

search staff members which would be necessary to measure the cru--

kY

cial variables would be proh1b1t1vely expenswe S’econdly, even if

cost were not a factor classroom observat1on can only record the

physical events in the classroom., The observer would not be able to

link behaviors to spec1f1c obl‘ectw‘es W1thout «onstantly consulting ‘the

teacher and mtrudmg upon the class. CRI believes these.problems:

can be resolved best by mvolvmg classroom teachers as participanta %
-

_ observers in their own' classrooms to collect ‘data on these dimen-

L]

sions. . \ T .

.
‘ . ’ - . ’ - -
. . . ]
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. The Stqdent Activity Log and related ;Qa.ter1als comprise a kit
‘ whlch 18 d&s1gned to enable teachers to make systematic records of .
the activrtles of students in their classroom in a simple, stralght"” ‘
forward manner, The Log, 1ncluded in Append1x F, has space for
tbe names of all students in the class and a set of obJect1ves for
e1ther reading or math The list of obJect1ves is developed by the
. teacher in conJunctlon W1th a Project Staff Member,and is spec1f1c ..
. to her/h1s class., On the Log, the teacher records the’ date on which .
each student beéins any objective on wh{ch that student ma); work,
the.date the student completes the obJect?ve and the approx1mate num- )
ber of hoats spent@n that obJectlve. Using code symbols, ‘the teacher ‘ -
. also indicates any mater1als, physical settings, ,social settings, .
teacher behav1ors and student behaviors ass‘gc1ated with that student‘s

work on a particular oﬁ_]ectlve'. ’ ¥ . :

To fac111tate teachers' recording of this information, Codmg
Keys are prov1ded in the Kit along with instructions for using the
‘Lég, also included in Appendix F, The Coding Key contains standard
1tems and codes for teacher beha.vmr, social settjng, physical setting
and pupil behavior., Since there is tremendous var1atlon in materials
amo‘ng classrooms, .each teachef, will be aided in constru‘ctmg a list ,
of materials appropr1ate to h1s/her class, Information:on scoring and
analysis of the Log 1n conJunct1on with the Teacher Interview II is in-

.
.

cluded in Appendix G. ) . -
©f - , :
Once the Log is set up and the teacher is familiar with the codes .

and use of the Log, the actual recordings will require a mm1mum of

teacher time and effort. Th1s is important in/ ma1nta1nmg teacher

. v
L}

cooperation and accurate, up-to- -date records. |

f, i / .

CRI recogniZes that hav1ng teachers part1c1pate as members of
the research staff collect1ng data about the instructional processes
,m the1,r classrooms can mtroduc'e a major source of b1as in the X
results of the study. If teachers are ‘asked to make many inferences
about the nétdre of the 1nstruct1onal process that is obtained in’their
ey are "apt to do so in a way | ‘that positively biases the

classroom, The Student Activity Kit drastically -

classroom,

" picture of

3 ) .
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reduces this problem by providing a format allowmg for only hlghly .
obJectlve information. which is descr1pt1ve ’rather than evaluative 1rr
natp.r‘e. In addition, as part“ of the Teacher Interview I, the Project
Staff Member will be ‘emphasizing to the teacher that his/her class-
room was "selected for this study becauge of the way it is orgamzed;

agd that there are no preconcept1ons, of how effective d1fferent organ-

izations are. While there may be a bias in the educational commun-

: ity toward individualization CRI feels that the possible desire to look

individualized will be offset by the fact that it is easier for the teacher
to fill out the log to reflect a more standardized program 'by grouping

[

students and making a smgle en,try for the group's act1v1f4.$s'. N

v While the use of the Student Activity Log Kit resolves the prob.
lems of usmg teachers to collect objective data about their own class-
rooms, it presents one major problem -- how will the cooperation and
diligent efforts of teachers in the sample be assured. CRI believes
that this can be addressed in two ways, First, by paying teachers
($100) for the1r mvolvement part of the rnotivat1on problem should be

overcome. However, even when individuals receive f1nanc1al renumi-

eration they often fail to complete their assigned tasks adequately or

- ° . - '
on time. This is especially relevant in the case of teachers:who h’e.ve

tremendously time consuining responsibilities to begin with. There-
fore teachers should be reqcuested to send in copies of their Log at the
end of each week. Making cop1es will be accomplished through the use
of pressure sensitive paper. Having teachers send in fthe1r logs will
allow project personnel to keep track of whether or not teachers are

¥

" keeping their logs up to date and to provide feedback to teachers who

a

may be havihg difficulties.

In addition to se‘rvi}ng,as a technique to enable teachers to sys-
"t'ematically gather data, the introduction of the Student Activpity*"Log
into the classroom can be conceived of as a treatmiggt, potentially
having some effect on the nature of classrqom practices and/or the
amount of learmng that occurs. CRI does not believe that this is a

serious problem since all classrooms in the study are g1ven the same

.
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‘ttreatment " CRI's position is that the impact of the Student Aetivity ’

Log will be uniform-a_cross classrooms, regardless of t;he degree of

‘i'lighly desirable technique for obtaining information on other process

"grou:p‘s\, the presence of adults in groups of students afid the physical l

‘are listed dn the following page.

individualization. If, in fact, the introduction of the kit into class-
rooms e;hances'achieverﬁent uniformly, then so much ihe: better.

CRI believes that‘. research effort® should have direct payoffs for those -
being studied, and a more immediate payoff than enhancmg student !

4ch1evement durmg the course of the study (and perhaps subsequently)

does not ex1st. . ’ . ‘

b. Classroom Observation Instrument (COI) . .

=
5 -

While observation of classrooms-is-d

eément of the process of individualization it is a

variables, input variables and outcomes.\ Specifically, observation
i + . Ay e\
should be used to describe the physical characteristics of classrooms

including flexibility of space, presence and use of various mstructmnal

[e]

materials and play "equipment. Observatmn should also be used for,s
noting the presence of materials which reflect personaleﬁharactenshcs
of students. Generel teacher behaviors such as the use of reinforce-
ment and respon_siv'eness to students as well as whether the teacher
interacts wjth indivi'dfual students or groups should also be recorded.. -
Additionally, observattions should be made of the different sizes of

gfouj)s in which students work, the activities associated with, these

settings in which the groups work. -
The COI is a three part observation 1nstrument developed by

Stanford Research Institut¥ (SRI) for Project Follow Thro,ugh (Stallmgs
and Kaskowitz, 1973). It was desn;n?d to descrlbe classroom features
activities and interactions. CRI previously employed this mstrument
successfully in its study of Teacher Corps PrOJects (Marsh, et: al. L, .
1973), and feels that of the great number of classroom obServatmn
instruments avalla’ble (See Medly & M1tze1 1963), the COl is the most

appropriate for the present study. Some of ‘the reasons for this gecuuon

=,

a
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N ) ° The COL has been shown to have high 1nterobserver re11a- .

- bility.: (0. 82 when calculated as a percent of agreement

with two raters rat1ng the same phenomenon)

° SRI has an establ1shed 1ntens1ve program for training

; observers in the use of these mstruments. T !

y
- - e

. ® Nearly all of the data collected, by the COl.is low m.ference =

‘. wh1ch promotes accuracy as well as rehab1l1ty.

S J”Th'e 1nstrument allows for 1ntense observat1on of mterac-

s ~ tion between teacher and students. "This is highly desir-

. - . able for prpwdmg a rich _descr1ptlon of the'se behaviors.
' C 4 o i The instrument was designed‘originally for observation )
. L * of third grade classrooms wh1cheare also the ob_]ect of ] n

. B observation in this study .

. The COI contains three sub-parts; a Clas‘sroom ChECk List,

Physwal Enwronment Informat1on, and Five- M1nute Observation-as

’

descr1bed below . ) ’ ..

(1) - Physical _Envlronmeht Information (PEI) L

. The Phys1cal Enwronment Information section
,prowdes a form for coding 1nformat1on about the classroom settmg
1nclud1ng the presence and use of spec1f1c equipment, ‘1nstruct1onal
mater1als, games, toys ‘and displays in the room. Add1t1onal recor’d—-
ings 1nclude whether “the classroom has movable rather than stat1onary
desks, chairs and tables, and whether seatzng and group cotmposition
are, aSS1gned by the teacheror selected by the studen\t\ The extent

. " to wh1ch furn1sh1ngs and fac1l1t1es in the réom are scaled to children ‘__-'

as w.ell "as the presence of personahzed d1splays such as student prod-

ucts and photographs is-also recorded. , ",

(2) Classroom ChecL List (CCL). , . i

'4 L ‘\
’ ' The Classroom CheC'k List is to, be completed

four timesvan hour. It provides a description of the classroom at a @ .
I4

given moment in time. This ""snapshot' records the activities engaged

3 . .
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in and the distribution of all adults and students in the classroom.

»

' p ,-Informatlon 1s gathered on the size of various groupmgs of students o

and adults as well as the particular act1v1ty they are occupied with.
In this way, a number of simultaheous activities tan be mapped. ',I'he

materials bé&ing used in eachactivity are also recorded.
~ - 7 . .

. . o

' ——3) The Five-Minute Obgervation (FMO). R -

v . 2 ~ o

The F1ve Mmute Observat1on allows for com-

S

T prehenswe recordmg of the activities and interactions of any desig-

nated perscn 113 the classroom. Four times each hour an adult or . v
child in.the classroom is selected and becomes the focus of observa-

tion for five minutes-. Each unit of int‘era‘ctioh;’in which the focus

me action is recorded

person is either the ‘actor or the recipient of
in a separate frame of the mstrument .(See E hibit III- 3, for a sample
frame). Over the five m1nute period at least 0 and up to 76 frames ‘.
are £1lled out about the focus person. If one frame records that the

focus person engages in an actionthat calls fo} or elicits a response,

the nature of the response of the absence of an appropriate response

's action does .

is recorded in the subsequent frame.' If the focus person
not call for a response (e, g. ‘teacher lecturmg) then the next frame is K

used to follow the primary action.

- " 4
A . .

’ Each recordmg frame is de51gned to collect four categor1e's of .
o information.’ . T . .
. . . .
! : - ., Who is acting? L )
: 2 . N - " j‘». ye - \ : ” .
R - .To Whom is the action directed ? - . )
) - ' What s the action? - | -
' oL ’ ¢
P - - . . . . '
s How is it done ? ) ‘ Y,
ZoW, o .
. A listing of the contents of each of these coding categories is found in

- Exhibit III-4," It can be seen that the. Who and To Whom categor1es
_,—"

contain the same items and allow for gfroups as well as individuals to
be either actor or, rec1p1ent The What category includes verbal . -

and nga-verbal actions as well as mactlon (e. g. Waiting or No Response).

e W

W
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¥ * pr Y & .
"V who Yo whom | . what How

v |ooee |00 PO 7
0000 (000 |00E0RE0O . . .
000OCE00Ee PrPed B

R . ‘
A compiste interaction sequence will take two or more frames showing at least the initiation of an interaction and
the response to that initial interaction. Ap example of an interattiGn sequenceis shown below,
" - . .

Teacher:. *Johnny, what is two ‘ The teacher (T in the Who column) is initiating an intaraction with a .
“and two?’ o - chitd (C in the To whom catumn) by asking a simple question (1Q in
e s T - . the What and How columns), (A more detailed explanation of the ¢
. . . . W' - ° " codesappearsin Appendix D.} This s coded in shorthand as TC1QA.
i . 1t is coded in the frame as shown bgiow.« )
v o L 2 s . - N
‘ : ; , Who  |To Whom What How

.. "|ooeo 960 ©06QGES
OPO0OPPOEEIPE POPEO B0

L ja@@ OO@. [9000OEPOO®

Johnny:  “ltis fgur." R . Johnny (C in the Who column) responds (3A in the What and How
, column) to the teaci_wr (T in the Té whom column}. This in shorthand
is CT3A, Itis¢oded in the frame as shown below., ,
) v

-}

Y

S FE

*

Who '|To Whom What " How

v "o AR POV COIVEEPOOO
' .- - 0200 PO BOEEVROG
g C |OP00RR0OARE PR BV

. ‘ -~ 4 M
* Teacher: “Thats correct, | The teacher (T in the Who column).teils Johnny (C in the To whom
Johnny.” ' column) that she acknowledges (7A in the What and How column) his
ce correct response. Thisin shorthand is TC7A, It is coded in the frame
* + asshown below, : ) .
14
Who To Whom What How

- 4 |0[#00 000 0000600
« ; 0000 P00 (08006006
000OE0OERE PEES @Y

¢

[
~

Exhibit III-3.  CODED FMO FRAMES SHOWING CODING OF A TYPICAL INTERACTION

’ ..

L ‘ . .

€

(From Stailings & Kaskowitz, 1973) | . .;




WHO and TO WHOM ~ -+ - . ' A

Categories Code ’ ' .
T ) . ~ .o

Teacher .

Aide

Volunteer =

Child

" Different child

‘Two children x

Small group =.°

Largk group -

Animal .-

Machine

L
s

-

=]

grreNga<»

Z T WHAT : ' .

Category Code
Command or Request = 1s o
. Direct Question -, » 1Q (Q from How column)
Open- Ended Question 2 .
Response 3 .
Instruction, Explanation .4 ,
General Commgnts/General Action 5
Task-Related fomment o 6 :
Acknowled t7
Praise 8
Corrective Feedback 9
No Response 10
Waiting L 11
Observing, Listening - 12 .
- Nonverbal o NV *

-Movement X

a ' 0
N P

HOW: ) ot !

Category : ‘ Code
o _Happy :
: , Unhappy
Negative
Touch
Question
Guide/Reason
Punish
Object.
Worth ~
Dramatic Play/ \
Pretend
Academic
‘Behavior
»

- EXHIBIT Ill-4, FMO CODING CATEGORIES
11-49
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S T
) .- . T‘he How category is used to mod1fy the What notatlon.

a posifive way or a negatlve way The feedback can be about the -
; child's general behavior or deportment or it can be about some

'

. ~
academic endeavor, . PN ¢ , -

The FMO captures the es sence of an event 1ndependent of the
speC1f1c content For example, if a teacher is the focus person and | :
R he/she ays to a student ''Sally, you did very well on that addition

problem” e event would be coded as TC8A wh1ch translates to "Tea- ’

. cher praises

hild for agademic subject matter." The same code . - -

would be used regardless of the nature of the subject matter or .who <.

-

the specific-child is, ;

Of the many thousands-of var1able5' that can bé extracted from '
data collected by’ the FMO, only a small, subset’ are relevant to this v
, ,) ~ study. Below is a part1al list of variables which CRI feels should be
derived from the classroom observat1on data, The list demonstrates .
the types and range of events ‘which,the FMO can be used to measure, .

as well as the relevance of these events to variables such as tea,cher

behav1o,r, student act1v1ty, student attitude toward self, teacher atti-

tude toward children and pupil attitude toward teacher.

‘ 1, Teacher addresses, {nstructs or responds to one-child.
’ . . .
2, Teacher addresses, instructs or resgponds to two children,

v

3. . Teacher addresses, instructs or responds to small group, .
Teacher a,ddresses, instructs or responds to large group.

, 5. Teacher, praises child (children), : -
A
. . . 6. Teacher gives negative corrective feedback

S ) 5% -

.

I Teacher gives positive corrective feedback.

A D
.

' , 8, ,.Chi‘ld 's expressions of self-worth,
E 9. Child task persistence,

;,w ' 10. . Negative tpositive) behavior: adults to children

N
4 (2 .

) C -850 , -
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S S e
. . B 11 Negative (positive) behavior: children to adults, |
e ' 12. 'I'eache“r'respbﬁds ’t‘of éhilﬁ"’s;i:iuesti‘on with punishment
;v S 13, -Teache:‘ *responds' to: ch1ld's que*stv,;on with open ended
| ., ' S Question, : .
T e .14 Ch11d \expré's"s'ions of happmess (unhappmess) -
S o015, Child self- 1nst»ructv.on. ' .
’ o i 16, Ch1ld 1nstruct1ng oth\er ch1ldren.. o . - )
1k e _ T 17. Ch1ld 1nteracts Wlth machme or ammal » ) <.

"Teacher discipline of students consists of 1nstances in which the

teacher attempts to'alter students conduct or deportment in class.

! feedback about his/her behavior.

. ) number of teacher ch1ld 1nte ractlons obse rved,

Y

Soia

4

. - . “

Ce

-

-

t

7.

Norm-Referenced Achleveme'nt Tests for Read1ng_

The de'gree e of dxscxplmary action in
a.classroom is the rafm of 1nsbances ot observﬁd d1sc1p11ne to the total

*" .and Math’

L4 . .
-

-

in the+present study set spec1f1c constraints in -selectmg the t’ests for

the assessment of student ach1evement

ments available’

The research design and’the students parti‘cipating

'I'hese constramts have been

The evaluation cntema m’npo‘sed upon the tests are

. _ briefly described below. L

- i

.

ERI

-

51

: . This is coded through the FMO as the teacher giving a ch1ld correctlve

s

 operationalized.into exact criteria wh1ch were employed in the selectl.on ’

“ of a single instrument from the .many more or less appropnate 1nstru—

i
3, 4
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The Tests Should be 'Norm-Referenced ~ *

'In addition'to the practical ad'\'/antage that norm-referenced .

tests, provide scaled scores that are more‘interpre'table

than raw scores, norm- referenced tests were decided upon
. . as their ach1evement c0ntent covers a w1de range of con-

" tent in an 1mpart1al manner, Cr1ter1on- referenced tests,
" :‘/ ' ' _ being spec1f1cally focused upon minute behaviors, are far
more 11kel)r to be partial in their ability, to evaluate effects
of 1nd1v1dual1ze,d or standardized 1nstruct1on The 1rnpart.-' ,

iality of-a pubhshed norm-referenced test, in addition to’

its general acceptability and credibility, argued for the

~r

exclusion of special criterion-referenced instruments.

-y ” R

. . The Tests Should Measure Common Content of Both‘
T ~ Reading and Mathemati¢s Achievement . . .

~ The test should have at least two s{ibscales,,so that scores ,

S on'reading and mathematics can be separately obtained.

o ‘Further, comnnon‘ content of the two subscales should be s
assured. Ava1lab1l1ty of alternate forms of tests is h1ghly e

des1rable.

- 7 & * The Tests Shou'ld be Independent of Any Specific Curriculum

- ' . In order to fairly assess student achievements for this pro- .,
S , : , . , “
- : ject the test instruments must in no way be designed for

“or assouated with any specific curriculum or instructional.

4

mater1als or methods : LY

- ® « The Tests Should Have Norms that Represent D1sadvantaged
’ - : Students

' ) Tests with local orﬂ.,'incidental norms, as weil as tests w1th
national nqrms that underrepresent students who are educa-
t10nally &1sadvantaged a/re not apgropnate Such tests -

_ might well yield non‘:med findings that will, aside from com-
par1sons, mislead the reader of the prOJect's ‘report, and

mcorréctly influenc the ‘decisions that w111 be basedruPOn
¢

the report, . <, ‘.

v
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. year,

'of the school year
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The Tests Should be .Ma'éhine Scorable . . ..

Maohine scorabilit)} is necessary for a project of this mag- ’
nitude, ~

while still'maintaining approprlateness for th1rd -grade

” Present- day tests can be made machme scorable-

students, .

]

The Tests Should Provide Easily Interpr.etable Sl:ores -

The tests should prov1de either percent11e or grade- . :
equjvalent convers1ons, so that the scores are readily
1nter}?retable to the reader of the project report. Uncoms= B
mon or unique conversion scales are unacceptable for the

evaluation instruments.

-~

The Tests Should Provide Empirical Fall and Spring Norms

Recent studies have cast a great deal of suspicion on the

accuracy, of normed scores that ‘have been developed from

s

tests that have been adm1n1stered at one time of the school el
and -have then beén pz‘OJected linearly to other times
Part1cularly when the prOJect des1gn .

will compare fall to spring scores to assess achlevement .
growth a far. more precise and less amblguous set of find-

ings ‘will be obta1nable from tests that have »been emp1r1cally

normed at both fall and spring.

.

The Tests Should Not be Unduly D1ff1cu1t ’

.sharpem g the findings of the project. g .

Most test pubhshers provide grade ranges for optlma} )
approprlateness of tests With disadvantaged students, _
however, the recommended .grade rang-esvshould be treated .
as upper limits, anvd if poss1b1e test levels should be ; '
selected that assure an adequate floor for the test scores,

A test that is simpler,

having an adequate flo'or, will pro-

vide greater variability and accuracy of mleasurement, thus, °
¢

-

¢
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t . The eight evaluatwe criteria ligpted above were ik
coel most recent list’of available pub11she tests[ Th1s 11st alg**\‘ _
: cr1t1cal evaluations of.each of the testd and pbscales appears iari\h ey

‘
A S

p_SE Elementa.ry School Test Evaluatwns (Hq{§pfner R, ,. et. al,, 197¢

O

- ST Py v
FESPR B S R )t RN, ® -

e and encompasses over 8; '300 currently available tests appropriate for

elementar; Mschool students. This: cnorhpendm% of tests categorizes

'/ all tests by the curricular area assésséd by the test, The first step

=n rmp&einexrtanmf 'of thé “evaluitive c«1‘1ter1a: wa?, therefore, to.select
the curricular cate’gories apf)ropriate f@x’@assessment in tl’%s proJect

.
. —— 5 .

e . : (1) Readmg Cur;acu}@r \Areas -, E,M-
et T Y T AR T R W
' The most commpn cui'ncula,r oh ; ctuves for

a

recognition and readmg comprehe’fﬁsmn. Z'I‘hese goals we,re r.ea

tey - ons

reading 1nstruct1on at the thn‘d g;;a.de alge Undoubtedly relabed t%‘v?b
X ly

. transldted into the followmg two curneu arf goals from ﬂae Ff Elem-
T . . ',N E;‘ 0.

. entary School Test Evaluatmns' ““o , ,f; N &, s 1) I ’ -
L . » ] -~ ¢ LI .’ - X R :. ! 3 .
. . —~ =, . % o u:'.. Yot N '\: .
s o td ety e ot e I Recognition: of’Word Meamngs M A 3. s
PN S e.--...'.,‘_‘.,,, . R N [ : . cerw
< .Shows understandmg o4 glg meanmgs of Written words,

o ey S Sz, “‘"3

- 1,1‘lbstrat1ons, syno?}*nfis qr‘nt‘onyms. §ﬁows d1fferent

o %,mngs that the same word m y eommumcate.~

¢ o i T et
TR T T SRy | aalio-Sute

-
O R N W

’ Y S ) “: :?} «:ib )
‘ e Rea.dlng Compné’hensmn Y = Y -
C . . ‘ B -
e e - . .. Understands material read. Infers the meaning of words
Ve from context, Follows written directions. Identifies top1c

sentences main ideas, and 1ntent10ns of the author, and-
f1nds supporting details and 111ustrat10ns in the text. Keeps
” “track of temporal sequences, spatial order, and other

relationships. Reads at a rate appropriate to the material

y o and purpose, . : . .
L . L L0 Ve '
g ' . (2) Mathematics Curricular Areas

¢ .
[ . .

A

’ ) st111 undergoing change throughout the nation, so that select1on of. one, '

or two spe¢ific curncular areas that a(’e very commonly addressed in

‘ Third-grade-instruction in mathematics is ,

-

.

’ / " * - . M * . . N
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. instruction is more d1ff1cult 'In the service of impar’tiality to differ- '

. Elementary School Test Evaluat1ons .

v recites, and writes numbers, Understands place values,

I

ey ‘ hd
s . N . s

ences in 1nd1v1dual1zed yersus standardized instruction,’ h0wever the
test should assess both concepts and coml;l—xts.h n. These two general
curricular goals can be tyanslated into the following goals of the CSE

L .
° Understatffing Math Concepts

Understands numbens and fraetions. Differentiates between

numerals, ‘prime and composite numbers’,- Identifies fac- :

. tors, multlples ar;d relative primes of a given number, ‘

- Understands set’ membersh1p, set relations, set corres-
pondence, and opseratlons with ‘séts. Relates set notation

and diagrams 'to categorical staternents in English, ‘Reads,

the rounding of m;mbers the decimal system of numera-

t1on numeration with bases other than ten, and Roman .
numerals. Undez;stands the commutatwe associative, and

s " distributive propert1es, inverse operations, properti€s of .
0 and 1, negatives, and reciprocals. Understands number
line diagrams. Finds and-evaluates simple numerical
rules based on obs’erva:ti.on. Understandg nux;‘\ber relation- .
sh1ps number sentenceg variables, and formulas, Reads

sentences using letters or frames and equahty or inequal-"

‘1ty signs, and relates them to quant1tat1ve statements in -~

Englis‘n. .Solves or graphs equations and 1nequal1£1es.

Tests relations for reflexivity, symmetry, and transitivity. e
. ®  Whole Number Computation . -
Adds" subtracts, ind multiplies integers, checks answers. N \

' The eight evaluatlve cr1ter1a were successfully 1mposed upon the
t.ests that were catet,onzed 1nto the eurrfcular goal areas 11sted ‘dbove.
Impos1tlon of the cr1ter1a quickly reduced the number of quahfymg tests
from several hundred to two achievement batteries. The two batteries

were the Metropohtan ﬁ}uevement Tests and the Stanford Achievement ; ;

.




o - ‘. Tests. In order to resolve.the competition between the two batteries,
] thej:est items were inspected and were Judged for general appropr1ate-

nes’s for d1sadvantaged students. On this basis the follov;:lg were

<t . selected for the assessment of~achievement growth in the roject:
> . e  Réading Test A -
. 'Metrop_ohtan Ach1evemeht Test, Prlmary 1 (de81gned for .
. . , . ) . grades 1,5 - 2.4 but provides I
, T .+ norms for.grades 1.8 - 4,7),
. . Co i Word Knowledge . , ‘ . .
, (subtest) - ’ A . .
. * . Rea:dihg ’ .
: , 4 (subtest) _ . " 4 - "
. - . -
. ® Mathematics Test - ' .

Metropolitan Aehie;r,ement Test, Primary 1 (desighed for
. . grades 1,5 - 2,4, but provides
> N c . norms foy grades 1,0 - 4, 7).
“Mathematicés Cortcepts

\‘ ' I'd * . _’)A R R
@ - (subtest) ’ * . - ; !

- / Mathematics Computation. . - , s T
- ‘ (subtest) o Gt Tes , )
o - . d.  'Measurés of Student Affect ' S _
The cr1ter1a to be employed in the seleétion of rr;easa- a ‘.."’
. ures of student affectwe outcorne are conS1derably d1fferent from those

© employed for the select1on of achievement outcomes. Ir} gerreral, .4 ' _
affective measu res, if they are pubhshed at all, afe not nearly as well
' ‘,normed and standardmed as most of the ach1evement tests,«and there-
fore their evaluatlve cr1ter1a must be relaxed in terms of the ‘statis-
' tical and 'psychometrlc qualities assoc1atea with outcome measures.‘
'(Nonetheless th1s project does 1mpose some necessary and deslrable o
qualitids upon which student affective euttome’ nfeasures should be

~selected. These evaluative criterias are described below. N e

“
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. The Students Should Respond on thé Measure

| ] o Although many ‘of student affectlve measures are based upon
o ) y teacher ratingg of the. students as reflections of student levels
SN ~ T of affect- this project also will assess teacher affect, and any !
‘ . ‘ '. teacher affect would log1cally confound their ratings ud-
. s ents. For th1s reason, a pr1me cons1derat1on in the%ctv ©
. ion of the measure is that the students themselves respond -~

. “to the measure - ’ ' . e |

v o The -Measure Should be Well Descr1bed . X0

Igeca‘use there is much less concensus re; arding the.goals of

. ", oo S affectwe outcomes in students it is most 1mportant that the
S ) test be clearly descr1bed in terms of the behav1ors 1t is 1n- ) /
‘ . R ! ; tended to measui‘e or the theory in which ‘it is rooted, : Just-__ R N
) e A‘," ification of item selection or devglopment and r¥atches to a | .
: :1,/' © : logical organizatiqn/of.a’tfectivl behaviors is'desirable. - ” o .

‘e
»~

o  The Itern$ Should. be Appropriate to. T’hird-Grade"St\idents

¥, ’The affective 1tems should be dra'wn e that th1rd grade ! -
S o students have no trouble either rea/dmg them. or understand- ..
,/" - ~ing, what the1r intent is Items should‘not dahberately appear ,
i to be measures of someth1ng else by being’ d1sgu1se’d ‘Items

) . * . should, not be 1ncluded that are 11kely to be appropr1ate to ” . ,
) / ‘ ’ .. %nly a fract)on of the students.,' It" wouId be des1rabIe that -~ -~ - .
.  twe mstrument for hr1ght1y let the students know what the
) y(/ R test measdres andjhow they can most accurately respond ' .
. | . { . . -y . .

to lt . el el Gl e e et e [ VS

~
3
f

‘6’ . The Tests Should be_ I;nde‘pehdenf'of Any Specific Curriculum -

- - Wt
. .

In order to assess fa1r1y\ s&udent a.ch1evem s for th1s pro- NS e

, \ [ A .
. T zassoc1ated with any spec1f1c currrculu 1nstruct1ona1 .
- . ) ) ,

materlals or methed s .

' . e . -0
.
Ca T4 ‘ . ,
- .' . . Y. . o v - . ']
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) The Tests Should be Easily Scorable

. -

B ' Although. machine.scorable tests wouldi be most desira-!;le, -

.

it may not be l1kely that- such tests will exist. 'In that event,

tests that are eas1ly and obJectwely scored are preferable

.to any that are d1ff1cult or subJec"tlvely scored

‘e The Test Should be Pubb.shed or Prev1ousLy=EFrnployed :

New 1nstrume‘nts are all too-frequently constructed for each

ne\x} evaluation or research study. For this project the

l1£erature of student affect1ve measures should be, searched

1n arder to find the most appropriate measures for the )

prOJect needs that either are published and standa.rdlzed or,

. that have been employed with some degree of success in - -

pre\uous st'udles Such'tests have an edge}n terms of hav-

“ing some valuhty establ,1shed for them. ’ ) .

0 - - ™
.

-

Pubhshed and unpublished instruments for measur1ng student

affect were rev;ewed on the basis of the six necessary criferia l1sted

abdve, In addition, the tests were ‘inspected for evidence that they ¢

had desired psychometric qualities and the ite ms were mspected for

such character1st1cs a5 televa ) th1rd--grade students, difficulty

for item syntax and construct1o ) ept1b1l1ty to response bias or T

""}ooking good”( .and focus upon the characteristics under consideration,

Based upon this cr1t1cal examination, ¢the following instruments.were . /

. selected for each of the student affect1ve outcomes:; \
v -

o ’ ‘(1) © Attitudes Toward Subject ‘Matter' - ' .

.

. ¢

D The scale "About the Thlngs We Learn” of the
School Att1tude Survey (Aﬁdfén Pregs, 1970)- was, selected as providing

. a wide range of opportun1t1es for students to reveal the1r attitudes

towards their school subjects, Fourteen 1tems assess la1:t1tudes 6oward

school work’ in general, grad,es hqmework readxng,. language art‘,s - '

arithmetic, phy81cal educat1on and attendance. Each of the 14 items

is composed of a three- pomt ratrng scal.e, and each po1nt on the scale

'1s desc,r1bed by, an att1tude statement &bht is meanmgful to th1rd grade oo

- ’ -

students . R
| S 2
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- (2) Attitudes Toward School

0
N
r'e
i

', ) . . The scale ""About Me and My Classroom" of the

- School Attitude Survey was selected as providing,a wide range of oppor-

tunities for students to reveal their generalized attitudes toward schoal.

This scale d1ffers from many of the more general school-attitude scales

because 1t focuses upon the ¢hild's 1mmediate school experience --- N

the classroom. Complaints-abeut-the-elassroom are what tra_nslate,

at least at thebearly grade lévels, into attitudes to school in general |

The nine items of this scale assess atﬁtudes toward seating arrange- - -
: ments, visibility, foise, and being t1red or hungry, and are formatted

as three-pomt rating scales, each pomt described by a m,eamngful

~

attitude statement.

‘

. (3) Attitudes Toward Peers , ’

~

'
~
4

’ ‘ ) l

The sca}e "About Other Children and Me" of

the School Att1tude Survey was selected as providing a wide range’of -~

opportumt1és fo~<‘ students to’ reveal\the1r/genera11zed attztudes about "—. -

‘their classmates “The e1ght‘ 1tems of the scale assess 5tt1tudes\towards L=

~. *

other ch11dren as bothermg one; as friends, as other s feeh‘ng to one, -

abou&belng a leader about sharmg, and about commumcatntrg problems

“and feelings’ Thls wide range of social interaction att1tudes should

~ - .

provide a comprehensive assegsment of attitudes. toward peers for this

project. The items are formatted s1m11ar1y to thcgse of the othtr scag'%. .

) ‘ (—1) « Attitudes Toward Staff

+ ’
v

- The scale "About the.Teacher and-Me" of the 3

School Attitude Survey was selected as providing a focus of attitudes

part1cular1y to the prlmary staff toward wh1ch young children have .
1mportant relationships -- the;r teachers. Prevaous stukhes hatve indi-
‘cated’ 11tt1e or Qo differencesin Mtitpdes -‘»5’*‘,_"‘.-“:. fiore d1stant school
staff such as prmc1pals qaq/‘%chqol n§$ses o

Many studies point t®

‘a

the value of the student-teacher attitudes. The five items, in a three-

point descriptive rating scale, assess attitudes such as the teacher's

T . ¥ . . ‘ .
perceived helpfulness, the teacher's desire to call on one for answers, =+, 6 -

{ Y and- characteristics that bother one, - ° ' : St
‘ . ! o . N o ﬁ,% i i ¢ ’

.
. ”
~

. ¢ SR . ' ‘
o . I H -




An important reason for the selection of the four scales of the -

School Attitude Survey, 1n addition to 1ts relat1vely h1gh quahty in terms .

of the evaluative criteria enumerated above was the fact that all foL\r

sca—l—e's’are combgned)lnto one eas1ly administered survey, .. Select1on of

» - .

the survey will clearly m1n1m1ze.1og1st1c problems in the testing_of
- »

-

- .

the students ‘in this project. . . . .
(5) Attitude Toward Self v .

.
- > - A ~

. The tbtal score of the Piers- Harris Children's

L4

Self Concept Scale ‘was selected as the measure of this student affective -

. outcome The scale has 80 items that are answered ag yes or no ahd

all items are syntact1cally and verbally simple. The tests major’ a
advantage is that,' urrllke many other s’elf-concept measures, its items
have no complex sentence structures, such as dependent cl/uses or

subjunctive cases. The instrument has been used extensively, and in
Factor analyses of

Dy

"physical appearance and attr1butes"

many cases vﬂsuccessf’ully in research studies,

' the items have indicated the existence of factors called "behafvior"
"intellectual and school status'',

M ‘s $

"popularity", and "happmess and ,satisfaction," ~

() Student ,Locu.s of Control
] . .
T L. ’ _ CRI feels‘ that a ch,rld's sense of contrdl over
various aspécts of his own educatior is an important outcome a,nd one ,

‘Vanxiety",

that should be assessed "Sincé€, no published measure of IOCUS ofcpn-

. trol that met the des1red cr1ter1a {or test select1<?n was found in the .
literature sea:rch CRI has substantaally modified an, extant 1nstru‘ment‘
The Student Locus ‘of Cdntrol

1973) was selected Th1s

1nstrument was developed .under contract to USOE, 1973 £or the
% ‘Evaluat1on of School- Based Right-to- Read Sites. Although the . &

tiwas not actually used at that time, the 1nstru¥nent

such that 1t meets most of these criteria.

Instrument (Conterripo'rary Research, Inc.

-instru

was pre -tested and validated. ) - . .

< - . |

N The’Intellectual Ach1evement Respons1b1l1ty Scale (IAR)

(Crandall Katkovsky and Crandall, 1965 pr0v1ded the pool of
items from which CRI drew 18 items 1n the instrumerit. The

' IAI} is de51g.ned for adm1n1strat1on.to students 1‘n gra,des .3 twlZ. . c,

" HI-60
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CRI found ‘that some of the original items were inapprOpriate'efor third

graders because Of their abstractness or complex1ty and these were

el1m1nated The remammg 1tems were s1mpl1f1ed where necessary

i and adjusted, for 2 balance of success related ‘1tems and failure T
. . )

Z

~ related 1tems.
C

The resultant instrument can bé administered verbally togindivid-

.

uals or groups ol children, Lach item describes a School related eévent
and the child is asked to choose one of tiwo exp_l_anations,fort\he event,

Of the alternative explanations,
The other

cho1ce attributes respons1b1l1ty to an internal source such as the child's

source such as tH.e'teacher behavior or difficulty of a test,

ab1hty or how hard he tr1es. * K

~

e. Measures of Teacher Affect

i

H1stor1cL.11'y there has been less systematic 1nqukry "
into teacher affect1ve outcomes that student affective outcomes and cert-
ainly less than the atten£1o'n devoted to student ach1e» ement outcomes,
Therefore, the criteria employed in the selection, of affective outcome
measures for teachers must neces§arily be even less rig,orous than.
those applied to student measuresy CRI reéog,nued that it was_ unlikely
th t any pubhshec} 1nstruments v h1ch could be conS1dered well normal-

With this in m1nd,

¥

The Teachers Should Respond to the Measure’ -~ ' 1

ized or standardued werefvaﬂab\le fox; this project.

the.qualities CRI looked Tor in the instruments or 1te{ms sel ected are

described below: e~ - / . ’ / N

©

1 ¢
Responses should be first-pergon and not observatmns or ,

ratings by principals or supervisors..

- : o(-‘ The Measures Should be Well Described . _ T

The reasures should,

if at‘ all possible, have been employed
in other research or evaluations and have beep developed w;tthm
a spec1f1c theory or conceptuahzat1on of teachier behaviors
ST clearly 8ocumented. The items should b€ justified in terms~
- of well documented objectives. - .

’ .
. . B .
k| *
. «
. . -

N -6l ST

4 . . '

i

’ . tL 1]
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one attributes cause to some external ;
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. ° The Measures Should be Independent of Individualized

or Standardized Inst'ructional Experiences
¢

. e .

In order to fairly measure teacher differences ais results or,
concoimjitants of variations in instructional methods, the
measures should not be based upon or focused upon one of’
the measures to the partial exclusion of the other.; .It.

- ———f—woxrrd—be-most*desirable‘ for the instrument to havé been
de.\‘zelopmf specific instructional variations in . .

this.project®in mind, ‘ : '

° The Measures Should be Easily Scorable

~

Measu;'es that have any degree of projection or subject-

ivity in their scoring will not be considered. Not only a;e L
such instruments too cost-ineffective for such a'study such

as this one, but any conclusi'ons drawn’fro’m its sgores.are

* too subJect to debate, _ o

3 /
°. The Measures Should be Pubhshedfor Previously Employed
'
‘
Tests with some previous hlstory caus1ng it to have accrued

_some vaTi¥ity evidence will be preferred over the develop- -

'ment of wholly new 1nstruments. h .
[ 4 « . , N ; . . .

Pubhshed and unpublrshed mstruments for measurmg teacher .-
affect were rev.\,ewed on the basis of the five necessary® cr1ter1a listed .
a‘bove. In addition, the instruments were inspected for ev1dence that
they had' des1red psychometric qua11t1es and that the 1tMS would not ° .
v 1nsult or 1nvade the pr1vacy of ‘the teachers who would be asked to res-

,pond bo them. Based upon this, cr1t1cal exam1nat1on, thé’folléwmg

.’
| % instruments were sklected for ezch of the teacher a‘ffectlve outcomes. ‘
L ’ * - . ° . t. ’

. -

. . ’ T . (1) - Attitude’s Toward Students-
‘ : . 14 o .:.
. . N - The Minnesota 'I'eacher Attitude Inventory was £~

| \: ~— selected as the measure fol. this affcctlve teacher outcome. The instru-
)
}nent assesses the teacher's capac1ty for 1nterpersona1 relat1onsh1ps with

: . ,‘ his/her students, a h1gh score 1nd1cat1ng a progress1ve, pupil- centered .

‘ o non-authori arian or1entat1on or, a«ttltude towa,rd students., The invento ry

L T : : .

\E’ ' l ‘. . "\: ’ o ' - S -
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contains 150 items with a five-point agree-disagree response scale.

-

Items are of the following types: .
64days.

"Ybung people are difficult to understand th ‘

. "Teachers should not expect pupils to like them, "

“

The inventory has been based upon theory of teacher behavior

a}(d“h?s been val1dated m«several studzes of teacher effectivenesss

(2) Att1f‘des Toward Colleagues, Job and School

- - This,set of attitudes can eas i_ly be translated C
Iy

intp an assessment of teacher morale and so the instrument selected

was the Purdue Teacher Opinionnmaire, designed to assess levels of

.teachers' morale, This mstrume,nt prov1des a total score reflectmg ‘

)

the general level of teacher morale In add1t1on, it provides sub- *scores ' _

Jor the important categories of teach r rapport with principal, satis-

fact1on.'w1th teachmg, rapport-among'iteachers, teachér salary, teacher

load, curriculum 1ssuqs teacher status, c¢ommunity support of . ,
education, s.chool facilities and ser\_rices and community pressures. _ .

This instrument has been used extensively in both research and

evaluations. -- ) , o ‘ g .

| . o (3) Locus of Control Inventory for-Teachers. ) !
<l e ' O \ . . \ T

. : This instrument is derived from a similar ¥

’

measure which was or1g1nalJy developed and vahdated for CRI's study | 9
of R1ght to- Read (CRI 1973) _It consists of a ser1es “of factors wh1ch '
* could be used to explain student success or fallure m read1”g or in
math. For half the statements, the teacher is dsked to- 1nd1cate how ;
o strongly she bellelves each factor is related to sfudent success. For.’ v,
.the other half of t};ae 1tems, the teacher is asked to 1nd1cate how - @« e .
strongly each £actor seems to be related to student failure. For ,' L.

. L4 e
comparison purposes, the lists have certain items in common. Each

. -

statement provhdes a factor underlymg student perfor.mance vgh#ch is .

elther mternal or external to the teacher "The internal items mclﬁ .

such general 'factors as ‘teacher clar1ty, teagher concern and teacher . -

:/ . ] ‘-

.
' . . -
, .
. [ . .
L8
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. . .. v i e : ) -
ab1l1ty The external 1tems 1nc1ude mos-tly student factors stuch as’
. __student effor.t, studént mot:,vatlon and aptitude. W1,th1n each:rhst,

half the items are 1nternal ,$o the teacher and half are external

& A\l

L In this study we are mterested i mables Whld‘f ire very
specific to the classroom and even the p! 1cular subJect ma tter.

L4
When teachers of readmg fill out this instrument they will be asked

to explam student performance in reading wl’ule math teachers w111

. ' : be asked to reference the varlous items to the1r experience. 1n “
'
v - C teaching math. This is part of CRI's overall ef‘f&rt to anchor data
in the .everydaay occurrences of the c/lassroom. i h . R M
§ . [ b ‘. .
I . The Locus of Control Inventory fog‘ Teachers can be analyzed

for 1nternallity and externalhty main effects and for the 1nteract1on

between these effects and success .and failure. ‘Contrary to one of

the cr1ter1a used for select1on of c'>ther measures' of teacherx affect,

|
. .
¥

th1s 1nventory contains several items which wereggr.ltten specifically
. “to reflect our conceptual1zat1on of 1nd1v1dual1zed instruction.  For
. example, teachers’ wrll be given facto;'s such as student self- pacmg .
) . and be asked to 1nd1cate how strongly related these are to student’ '
‘success or fa11ure. ’ - . -
. R . . - o
t N P Teacher.lnterviewf L ) LT ¢ N

, 3 .

°

Ve

. . y .
This teach r interview schedull wh1ch is to be, '

,adm1n1stered at the onset of the “field’portion of the study serves two

-

R‘

» purpos es F1rst 1t gathers 1nformat1on on the frequency and manner-

——p—

. in wh1ch the teacher d{agnos ed student needs.« This includes the,
LY

R procedures used, the .materzals such as ests ernployed and the way, T

———

‘in wh1ch the teacher uses, th,ls d1agnost1 ‘ 1nformat10n for, prescr1pt1on

. : of 1nstruct1on. Second, 1t collects context and general progress 1nfor-

| .«..W.__.‘_‘..r,.,..,.,.._vw.._.,-\__.w_,v.ﬂ.v_.ww,...\w
R U R A DL S 1 | . | B

. mat1on. Examples of this are p.res ence,of other a(ults in the classroom

R class s1ze., ‘use of peer ©r cross-age tutormg, use_ of _8pecial labs and

-

dommant language of students = - . '

-~ - * - e
- *
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‘In Conl__ unction with adm1n1s trat1on of the uTeacher Interview I, .
““the Pro;ect staff Member shou.ch g1ve the teacher a thorough or1entat1on- \ ..

“to the pUrpos e—and uge of the StudenhActuuty Log Klt P -
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g Teacher Intet'vi'eW‘"II. : —_— < -

P E Y

This interview takes place at the end of the ﬁeld
portion of the study and is 1ntended to assess process,. context and some
outcome information that would not have be_en available earher. The

~ teacher is asked for information relevantto-horihis=time spent—on

various tasks—SChedtr}ed time away from class foy. 1 mstruct1ona1

pla.nmng, any 1nserv1ce tra1n1ng concerning 1nd1v1dua11zat1on, length
of time program has been moperatmn, and student attendance patterns.
" Other data is obtained about parent and commumty 1nvolvement as well

ag te'a.cher participation in school decisions, ’ !

As part of Teacher Interv1ew 11, teachers should be g,ebrlefed on
-their use of the Log. Inquiry should be made as tq the baS1s for-

’ dlfferences, :Lf any, 1n rate, sequence, content of objectives, mater1a1s,
phys1ca1 and social settmg, teacher. behav1or. and student activity that
are 1nd1cated on the'Log This part of the interview is important for '

. anmderstand1ng of the relationship betWeen diagnosis, prescription .
and unplementatmn of 1nstruct1on as 1t occurred in a part1cu1ar class-

room program. Add1t10?/xal information on analysis of the Log and

Teacher Inter.v1ew H is mcluded in Appendix G.

At the end of the interview tea-eh-e—r—s should-be~ask—ed to appriase

the Log This should help assess what effect, if any,- using the Log . .-

dur1ng the perted of” the study’had on classfroom process. — "
. . ' l ; .t ! \-h
. h Pr1nc1pa1 Quest1onna1rb A -
R Prmc1pals of a]l schools involved in ) the study should

u.

be™ g1ven a short questlonnalre te obta1n nformation on The schoo], and
commumt that is not generally available through te({chers Such in-,
forrnation as expendltUre per pupil, criteria for ass1gn1ng students to
" different clﬁsses, staff 1nvo}y5§§en?: in school _decisions, parent .,

1nvolVement in pohcy de‘c1$ ions, and certain school charac;terlstlcs

‘should be assessed. ’ . . )
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TP, PR Instrument -Pre-testmg - - e . . .
- i . 3 X

¢ H
S} ! N T ‘ -
N P ]

s N 'Each instrurnent developed for and/or be1ng used for' the Lo
flrst,,tlme in th1s study‘ will undze'rgo a pre- test to determme the Lo
c1ar1ty of’ mcfnudual 1temS, the' 1nterpretat1on and -meanxngs that var1ous ' ;

0 respondents may aSS1gn to 1tems,s and any other _problems that” may be

sho’qld n;ot be don‘e w1th any,'of the study sample but rather on a *;_
.. compar‘a‘ble"and pre{erably 1oca.1 sample wh1ch reflects the target . N

T encpuntered durmg_da_ta,_collectmn.. .A.s 2 rule, xnsi:nument preﬂtestmg—-(——

. popu.latmn. Sance 1nstruments Will have to be ready for use at, the
begmmng df’~the normal School year, pre- testmg will have to bewdone“ L I

Yé gy

'~' w1th summer sessron th;rd grade level claSSes . This may, repre,s enE B

' a slxghtly dlfferent populatlon from the ome uSed for the study butdthe
d1££erences shpuld not bé 80 great as to be problemat1c In accordance .

. W1th OMB mstrument cl‘earance requ1rements, the number of respon-’

'dents Ior the(pre-tesfts shou.ld be nme.' " : .

. : A
Do 4.- OMB Package . _ < C

/
All of the 1nstruments,£et this study wh1ch are discussed

above along with justification for the1r use, justification for any
newly created items or revised 1nstruments and all pert1nent instrument

administration information should be complled into a report for sub-

missidn to the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) for approval,” 7
-OMB 'Spec1f1catlons for this ‘package should be a hered to. . \
v . , ' . . ‘ .
t/‘, ) | @3
‘- Ve =
- b . I _ .2,




s ]
‘

'S

.k -
¥ v - , 7
- . )
L - ) N -
. F:  DATA COLLECTION . T .. -7
: ‘ 4 T - . s - e——m T - ® f )
. tr T, Overview - . - :
PP —_—— , .

. the same personnel be assigned to visit the same schools throughout

included in Exhi‘hit I1-5: Data Collection”Plan, which i%ﬂictates for

.

This data’ collection procedure has been deveLoped with
the intent'of devising a plan that would ensur.e h1gh vahdlty and relia-

b111ty,~ that{;\y*ould keep project costs_”w1th1h an allowaBle range and

- e e om - L

B . . . “94

——that would minimize the inconvenience for students and school person- - —

nel.: K : ) o~ T . .. . ’
. On- S1te ddta collection is to take place dur1ng four maJor data - .
collect1on pe r1ods, covering six months. During this t1me, data are ) _‘"

to be collected from ciassrqgom teachers, aides, reading and math

specialists, principals and student’s. Data should be system&tically

collected through the .use of the 1nstruments wh1ch were designated ° i

N — e

in the prev1ous section on measurement.
1 . \

~

An essent1al element of thj data collection plan is the avail- - ‘ / .

ability and use of highly sk1lled data collection personnel Therefore, ‘
staff training should be given hrgh priority. It is also ).mportant that / |

the study, I,\ . ro ’ .
2.  Data Collection Plan , =~ .
. _ , .
. The essential componefits of the data collection plan aye

plo?ed the respondents for the instrument, the time per1od of data .

b
. L4

* The total tlh'le per1od for.data colIect1on is approx1

.

months. This txme is broken down 1nto four major perigds as £ollows.

I -

-D,C. 1: *Data Gollectlon Pretest - Qct, 4 - Oct 29, 1976 “
D. E.q“Z: Intervemng Data CoLlect1on - Nov.. 15 - Dec. 17, 1976
.D, C.*3: Intervenmg— Data Collect1 n - Jan. ,l - Feb. 4, 197}7‘ )

d.C. '4.~ Data Collection Posttest Feb. 21 - Mar. 18, 19:77 o
-~ N

(Y ~ - N PR PR : > -

a_.tle ly 6 . y
v . ]
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a, Data Collection Pretest (D.C. 1) s -

The first major data collect1on pe riod is scheduled
for Oct 14 through No?v. 1, 1976, (Data collected during this period
should be treated &s pretest data) During this period, 25 data collec- '
t¥n personnel are to visit approx1mately 10 schools ‘each for 2 days per
school As sHown in Exhibit III- 5, while on- site, they are to 1) inter-
_view the school pr1nc1pal and the master teacher of the classroom
under study, 2) adrmnlster the ach1evement test to the 3rd grade stu-

dents 3) adm1nister all non- cogn1t1ve 1nstrument-s to students and

="

teachers and other 1nstruct1onal staff; and 4) mstruct the teacher

on the mse of'the Student Activity Log. ) [

Whenever feasible, thoseﬂse‘ctions of the intervie'w questionnaires
that can be completed by the principals and teachers prior to the,fstt‘aff
visit should be ﬁiail‘ed in advance of the visit., Also, to maximize the
.use of test administration time, the teacher non-cognitive instruments
should be administered at the same time the stt\dents are taking the

Metropolitan Achievement Test. .

. ‘

b. “Intervening Data Collection (D. C. 2&D.C. 3)

There shoald be two- ‘intervening per1ods of datad

collectlon, the first ep} which is scheduled for Novy. 15 - Dec. 17, 1976,
and the second of wh1ch 1s scheduled for Jan, 1 - Feb. 4, 1977. Class-

. room observat1on, using the Classroom Observation Instrument, com-

prises the primary method of data collection during this perlod Ob-
~servat1on.al per1ods in each classroom should cover two days, and

- when feasible, the teacher should not be notifiedvof the exact day that
the observer will arrive, For pract1cal reasons, however, they should

be, told the week (but not. the day) that observation will take place.

s c.' Data Collect1on Posttest (D:C. 4)

i The last maJor data collectlon period is scheduled
for Feb, 21 - Mar. 1977 This data collect10n period should be

treated as a posttest; t‘herefore, all of*the same instruments (but where




ava11able, different forms) are to be admlnlstered to the same res-

pondents who' took the pretest. Daba collection shOuld take approxi- "

5

mately 2 days at each school and same procedures for instrument

) adm1n1stratlon that were employed dur1ng D. G‘. 1 should be employed

during D.C. 4. - - . L. ."‘

@

v P : d. Student Activity Log Data Collection
. —-‘j . ~5 B B

v - + One study instirumea\'nt,h the Student Activit'y Log, is

e _——— -

to be used throughout the entire six months of data collection.( As .

‘ ' described in the measurement section of this report, all of ‘the tea- :

chers in the sample are to keep detailed records on the progress each

student in the class has made on a predetermmed set of opjectives in
’ the Student Activity Log. . . ’

- . N ‘ il

i

’

During the D.C. 1 per1od the data co‘llect1on personnel is to

thoroughly‘explain to the teacher the log and itd use. The data collec-

tion personneI should mike it. clear to the teathers that the ‘lpg records

’
are-to be updated whenever the re is new information to enter. They

. " should be warned against lett1ng a long per}od of t1me elapse and then
t{ylng%zrecall the data. The dupllcate cop? of each weeks .update
of the log is to be m;uled 'to the contractor on the Fr1day of each

Yy week; however, dur1ng each of the three data colLectgon per1ods (D.C.

2, 3 and 4), the data collection staff rhember should Jreview the log’

for its accuracy and co}mplete\ness and any p’roblems that the teacher

« might be having should be d1scussed( If the cdntractor has net

" received the weekly update of the log by Tuesday of each week, tele—
‘phone’ follow-up should be condicted. . y o i

-

S At the end of the entire datd. collection+p eriod‘ March*18, all - -

teachers are to mail a copy of the completed log to the contractor.

If the log ha's not been rece1ved within a reasonable per1od of t1me,

Qo

the teacher should”be telephoned and reminded of the urgency of . .

” return1ng the log 1mmed1ately o . , -

-
.
A "

- 3. ° Selection and ‘I’Qraining of Research Stallf




st

.

. standar‘;hzed achievement tests, and té distribute and collect self-.

- -~ .

adrh1n1stered quest1onna1res. Also, field superwsors are needed
to train the field staff ard to control the Qua11ty~ f data collectmn.
The intent in selecting and trammg the data collection staff is to in-
crease the reliability and va11d1ty of the data collected, but also, to

(4

foster ‘positive relations with the schools and communities involved

in the study. . :
a. .Staff Selection .
» ' ) Approximatelyl 25 staff members will be needed for

data collectidn--however, it.is anticipated that not all individuals selected

will quahfy or will always be available. Therefore, substitute inter-

viewers will be needed. Abput 20% more persons should be 1n1tia11y

selected and trained even though they may not actually be 'needed in

the field.  _ . P 3 L
‘. Members of the data collection staff part1c1pat1ng in on-site

visits should be capable of 1) rapidly learning the appropnate pro-.

ce\:lures for collecting data; 2) dealing with the data collection pro-

,ces&‘s in an objective and confidential manrer, and 3).re1ating well

with members of the local school-community, especially administra-

tors, teachers and students.
| P 7 .
¢ ! Although good public relations could ' be realized by selecting

members of the research staff from local community, given the num-

. ber of different schools and districts in and the geographical spread

of the sample, it is not practically feasible to use local community

personnel. '
, yThe composition of thé entire data collection team should be
mu1t1 ethnic and somewhat proportloned to the ethnic/cultudhal make- ’
up Of the respondent;s in the sample. However, it is not desiXable

that the as signment of the data collection personnel to schools be

done dn the basis of ethnicity alone. The prime criten'a for assign-—
ment ought to be based on a desire to maximize good relat1ons with

the school personnel and on the desire to decrease travel costs. ‘

111-71 , - -
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Another reasor we suggest that the contractor not attempt to directly

ethx'li‘cally' match the data collection staff to fhe school staff and students
is because‘}t is unrealistic to suppose or even attempt to perpetuate the
notion that Blacks should work w1th Blacks, Whites should wor‘k with
Whites, Chzca.ngs sholuld work with Chicanos, étc. On th‘e othér hand, *
the input of various ethnic érpups into the total process is an essential
element toward e_nsuri g inclusion of the concerns of each of the ethnic/

-

culturdl groups involyed.

Teachers, aides, etc., should got be given the. task of adn;inister-
ing-the achlevement tests because they should be completmg the teacher
non- cogmtwe instriments during the student testmg perzods, and most
importantly, because orienting teachers about the test may ‘bias the re-

.sults by enablmg teachers to ""teach .for the test." R ‘

b. - Data Collect1on Staff Trammg

.
. . I 1
b .

b Regardless of prior experience, it is essent1al that all

data collection personnel unde

o extensive staff training.
C |

{liarize he personnel with the
conten of\all ofithe stu& instruments that"

dministered. )

~ -

staff in the speciﬁc pro“cetlures

°
-
o
or

-
Q
(S

=}
or
e

'+ for administering each mstrument

. e To afford thx staff pract1ce in admm1stermg

R R R e e

the instrumeng\and, an@1c1patmg and answer-

{; . . 1 ing typical que 1ons of respondents.

e  To identify the o rengths and weakness ofs

’ the data collect1o team\
members nor indi duals\ involved are put

so that none of the

S
L4

in situations they caynot’ ifxandle.
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. To allow the staff to identify and under-: -
: © stand their 'own biases so that they will
- not impose them on the individuals and

~ C - _ . schools they may encounter, .

° To familiarize the staff with the concep-
tual framework of the study des1gn and
. . the definition of 1nd1v1dual1zed vs. stan-

y , dardized instruction:

*

° To fainilfarize the staff with the trayel

. \ " and other logistical procedures they must

~e

\ ) follow,
! , .

(2) 'Training ,Schedule‘

<

Sta.ff training sessions should be scheduled such
that they d1rectly precede the data collection period and should cover a
sufficient length of time to ensure the accomplishment of all of the.above
purposes. Because of the_restricted time sehedule to complete the en-
.tire stody, all i)ersonnel should be’ trained at the same time so that train-
ing sessions need not be repeated. Each training session should cover
the mstruments and procedures to be used in the data collection perlod
that follows. Since the D.C. 3 and D.C. 4 data collection periods .
essent‘1ally use the same procedures as t_lzle DLC: l and D.C. 2 per,i-(~
ods respectively, the training periods preceeding D.C’. 3 and D.C.
4 should be used,to review old proced.ures, changes in procedures’

and new procedures, and to re- check inter-rater rel1ab1llty espec1-

»

AL ally on the SRI Observation instrument. ..
. o '

K . The schedule of the ‘training periods is as follows

- ., L ' '

- Sept. 20 - Oct. 1 '~ Training for the pretest data collection
(2 weeks) - period; D. ¢ L . .
Nov, l.- 12 ~ - Training for l;he intervening data collec-
(2 weeks) ) . tion period, D.C. 2 (glassroom obser-

;o ) ) vation training). ,
Jan. 3 - 7 - 'Trammg for the intervening data collec-
(I week) - tion period; D, C,"3 (classroom obser- ’
- " ' vation review). . . o

. , - ~3 . A
J . , . : : !

v . »

‘Feb. 14 =118~ - Trainlng for the posi:test data collection
(1 week) . perlod D. C "4, o
‘o o Im-73 9‘? -
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. N %
Training Program Content and Techniies -

¢

-

With the except1on of classroom obServat1on

. - sopfhel, _Classroom observat1on trammg is to-be conducted by Stanford
esearch Institute (SRI), the develOpers of the Clra\ssroom Observat1on
Instruments, as it is a very complex 1nstrument to use. This training
takes at least 5-10 days of intensive study On two occasions in the past,
CRI has arranged for” training of its own staff on the SRI instrument
and has found the SKI staff to be flexible, amenable and capable of meet-
ing the specific needs, of the staff to be trained. j‘RI will conduct the

t

training at the contractor's facilities, using video-taped and real class-

inter-ratdr rel1ab1l1ty. : . o 0

-

/ ’ room srtuatmns. The SRI training also 1ncludes procedures wh1ch check

Tra1n1ng on all other 1nstrument.s should be deS1gned and con-
ducted by an in- house trainer. The' tra1n1ng, in general, should £1rst )
v . focus on the general techniques of unbiased interviewing, test adm1n1-

’ stration and classroom observatmn, followed by the spec1f1oprocedures
associated with each instrument and test. Whenever appropr1ate audio-
visual materials should be used such as overhead projections of the in-
strument items and/or instructions and tape record1ngs from the: mstru'-

‘ment pretest sesswns. ‘ T g w
[ d - . \~
: All partigipants should be_given an opportunjty to adm1n1ster the

A listvof anticipated respondent quest1ons should be developed and the

. instruments to ‘each other and part1c1pate in role playmg experiences.
answers d1scussed
E

v &

- -

’ \ Each participant should :be gi\;e\n_a traininé’n manual which includes
‘ " the following: i - T ‘ ) a .
| k" . ® ; Copies of all the‘stuagy instrument“sﬁhy g -
' Y ] Instruction for administering eac‘hutb'jﬁs.,trument ' ‘.
e. ' The instrument adm;nistration sch;g:‘dul'e - £




-

® Instructions for h;.ndling the data (e.'g. where to mail

¢ ’ .+ data, how to package it, and how to edit it for obvious
. errors) . . ; >
° A lst-of an}iéip‘ated respondent questions and answers
° Logistical information such as travel arrangeménts,
e <nsg_v6uchers, etc. ) . .
2 .o
° List of names and personnel to contacted at each school

and numbers of respondents to be sarhpled

° EA\erg_ency,procedures for contacting the project's

principal staff,

L - s
4, Procedures for Ensuring Respondent Cooperation

As in any study of this nature, the quality of the data in
many ways.is dependent on the cooperation of the respondents. On
the other hand, upcooperativeness of resf;ondents can become a ma-

+ jor obstacle. In order to help ensure the cooperation of the schools

and respondents, CRI has de\;eloped the following procedures:

. , .
- . . ~ P '
» ~

.

. a, ' Follow the Lines of\Authority for Gé.ini'ng Entree

inta the District . * v

' " The rc;u_tinely accepted procedures for gaining entree
into the district should be followed. Specifically, letters expl.aix'ming
the projec:t. should be sent to the district superintendent with a copy to y
the compensatory education director. Following app'roval at that level,
the school principal s'bo‘uld be contacted by mail and his cooperation
sought., Only .éﬁfter a(i\strict and Fs,’choel level permission have béen granted,
should teachers be co tacted. Teachers should be contacted first by . -
mail and then ar;ange nts made for telephone contact at a time that
does not interfere.with th teac'.h\ers' teac}(ling_schedule. ’ X . .

Y

" ‘ 4 A
/ . . . .' e 4§
. - , g

| ' 401
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. .b. _ Fully EX¥plain the Study Requirements to Participants

At each level of 1nqu1ry into the d.18tr1ct, the study 8
requlrements shou1d be fully explained. It xs more likely that part1C1-
pants will cooperate’if the)iknow from the begmnm"g what ﬁ expected

of them. ' . ’
* . ) . ‘. . : « -

™~ o - C. Pay Teachers an-Honorarium for Their ,Partic.:ipatioh’ '
T ' . in the Study ‘ ﬁ‘; . T
An honorarium should be prov1ded to teache’rs as an x

N " “added inducement for participating in-the study, CRI suggests that the
honorar1um be set at $100 and that all teachers be paid the same amount
If the study team, however, finds that the honorar1um does not mot1vate
most teachers because>1t is not enough, they should condider ralsmg —_

[}

- + the amount of honorar1um

d. Prov1de the School with Their Students' Test Results
-~ . : on the Achievement and Non- Cogn1t1ve Tests

/
- -

\“'Student test results are often very useful to the

J

teacher.and the school; therefore, the study team.should offer to pro.vide ]

g3

T them to the school. Non -cognitive test results may be most desired

\ - as it has been CRI's exper1ence that such 1nformat1on is usually difficult

v . ‘. »

for teachers to obtain. + L s .

e. Stress the Side Benefits for the Classroom Teacher
- m Keepmg the Student Activity Log

i " 'I‘he side benefits of keepmg the Student Act1V1ty Log
! S that the teacher will hayve an eas11y manageable system of tracking
and recbrdmg the progress of the students W1thm the cla.ss (at least on
t.  the ob_]ectlves that are mcluded) Th1s may be an additional aid to tea-
b .chers who have found this to.be a difficult task. ’ ‘{ .

f.  Provige the School with a Copy of the Final Report,

' ’ Since the final report wiM include 1nformat1on that

) will be extremely helpful to gchools, each school in the sample shpuld

be provided a copy of the final report ..

' “\

o | - . 11-76 B .
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%.x8.  Ensure the Participants of Lonfidentiality -
i e 4

‘ —Procedures to ensure confideutialil:{r of participants
~ o L

and the1r responses should be strictly enforced.. Part1c1pants should

I

Be made aware of the fact that ne narq,es of schools or part1C1pants w11

" be mentioned m the report . . ;,

R ' Quahty Control of the Data. Collectlon Effort ., . - -
L Ay e — Ty .
“‘}“ .’ Since the quahty of the data will have tremendous 1mpact«on '

the results of the study, the study.team should 1mplement procedures

v that will increase the quatity of t'he data collection effort; CRI suggests

-

the following procedures

a. The Deputy PrOJect Manager Should Drrect‘l*y
Supervise the Data Collection

This individual should have prior experience. in
superv1s1ng data collectlon for similar large scale efforts. Early N
in the study, th1s 1nd1v1dual along with the Project Manager should
work out the specific details of the data collect1on plan and delmeate

the roles and respons1b1l1t1es of ass1stmg personnel

"

b. . Field Personnel Should Review all Questionnaires

Field personnel should check all instruments for -’
errors a_nd corﬁpleteness prior to leaving the school. The instru-

ments should dgain be checked as ‘they are returned to the confrac-

F
<

tor's office.

c. Fleld Personnel Superv1sors Should Monifor the

Py ) Data Collecﬁoﬁ"Effort and Check Iiiter-Rater -
_ Reliability S ' ’ E i

.t

Field Personnél Supervisors should be desrgnated

S N TS T s v T W oy Ty T Thw O WEE wewm wswm W=
. & - . . -
2
l
¢

to d1rectly momtor personnel in the field, These persons, workmg
under the direction of the Deputy Project Manager; should travel -
from school to school and monitor the efforts of the field personnel,

These individuals should d1scuss with school personnel .any problems ’ ,

related to data collection., R . ,
- »

ey e
-
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.
o Due to the- complex1ty of'the SRI' Observatlon Instrurnei;t one of
o S the prime responsibilities of the field supervisors is to monitor inter-
. rater re11ab1l1ty In total the f1e1d superv1sors should” make no less )
. than three inter-rater reliability checks on each observer (one during
the pre- -staff training, one dufing the actual on-site D.C." 2 or D. C. .

3 per1ods, and one during the staff retraining and review period). ,

’

' . Proceduraily; on-site inter-rater reliability checks will be done
by the field supervisor and classroom observer observing and record-
ing Ehe same phenomena. If agreement between the two raters is less
than a .82 correlation, the field supervisor is to determine and imple-

. ment appropriate corrective and/or’ retraining measures.
‘G.  DATA ANALYSIS

The overall plan for data analysis fo'llows the three-stage outline
of the research design described earlier. At each stage the statistical
procedures employed are designed to provide answers to the researchof
questlons posed for that stage. Thus, we hayve Q‘rgamzed this section ~

"around the stages. ' . .

L. » Stage 1 - Defining Treatments

The majo‘r task posed during this stage is to provide an

-

accurate.summary description of existing programs w1th respect to

the e1ght d1mens1ons of individualization of instruction, and to develop*

a typology of these programs. .

Data analys;.s for Stage 1 should begin quite early in the research
effort, and should form part of the basis for selection of the final sample
£or intensive study. The samphng procedure involves the collection of L

m

data from 400 teachers by means of a structured telephone screenmg

o,

“procedure. Th1s p,rocedure should yxeld enough information abOut each

clagssroom to prowde a basis for scor1ng each clagssroom on each of the
e1ght dimensions, of 1nd1v1duahzat1op/standard1zat1on for both reading
and math, The s.d0r1ng system should involve no more than four scores

(rang1ng from "h1ghly 1nd1V1duahzed” to "*highly standard1zed") for each

~ j r ® .
- b -

LA




&
§

that the reliability of scoring is adequate, .it is suggested that a subset .

of 'the"interview'sx, be scored'ihuependently by two interviewers. This‘
- 'procedure will yield an array of sixteen ''individualization' scores forx

each classroont in the. sample, correspondiné to the eight dimensione

for reading and math. "These arrays constitute the raw data for the

major part of the first stag'e oflthe analysis. -

Ih -addition, descriptive summary statistics on the major contex-
vyt ,

tual and input varidbles would be compiled for each classroom. ;.

«From the arrays described above; it is possible to construct two

different correlation matrices: (1) 2 matrix of correlations among

~

a

dimensions, computed across classrooms; (2) 2 matrix of correlations '
*

P

e among classrooms, computed across dimensigns: The matri.x of
correlations among dimensions would provide a preliminary indication
of whether these d1menS1ons are highly intercorrelated or unrelated.
To the extent that the eight dimensions are all reflections of a single

_"individualization' drmens;on, the correlations will tend to be quite ‘ N
highvwithin a ;iVen content area (readi.ng or math). COrrelatiﬁonas between
each of these dimensions and the background variables, should also be ..

. computed to determme whether the different types of 1 programs seem to
be related to the presence of certain contexfual and mput var1ables. To

investigate h1gh order interactions among variables, multi-w way contin-

gency table analysis can be employed. The exgloratu data analysis .

approach advocated by Tukey (1975) might also be ‘useful.. From such ; .

analyses a general pigture of the variability among p'r\ograms‘willl emerge, R
On the basis of this exploratory analysis,,. there éhould be some - .

indication whether various classroom, characterlst1cs are hlghly intex -

ﬂ
correlated or unrelated. However, we are partu:ularly 1nterested in

, relationships among those process varlables wh1ch are often thought of .
as comprising aspects of ind1v1dual1zat1on. o ; S . -
The classical approach to determmmg whether onefor a few) | ’ a .
’. o .
dimensions seem to underlie a set of separately measured Na_bles is® . ‘
factor analysis. Factor analysm starts with the correlation ‘matrix ‘ .

among the.variables and essentially looks for linear combinations of

A

.t .
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var1ables which account for the most‘vanance. The amount of var1ance

accounted for is a’reflelctmn of the arnount of 1ntercorrelat1on among

x»-‘

i . the components: of the factor., i‘actor analysis works well when the

0

linear, a;dchtwe model it assumes is a reasonable’ approJc1mat1on to .
T real1ty However, we feel thatin the present situation it would be more
\ appropr1ate to emplby a technique wh1ch makes fewer assumptions, .and .

i are, therefore, recommend1ng the use of mult1 d1mens1onal scal1ng

‘ In general, -this’ technique involves first the definition of a distance

Q

. . metric between two individuals (in this cage classrooms) in the space of
all relevant variables. Multi-dimensional scaling algorithms then
¢ essentially determine whether there exists a sub- space of the entire .
variable space of only a few d1mens1ons in which the data can be ade-
quately represented These d1mens1ons need not have any neat mathe-

at1cal form, as in factor analysis.

?! "In the present case, a d1stance'metr1c cdan be def1ned quite easily
from the correlations among classrooms, from the sum of the differ-
ences between them, or some other 1ndex. The scaling analysis would

hen seek to arrange these classrooms in a space of eight or fewer di- °

—1/~

ensions in such a way that_the "d1stances” are ma1nta1ned 'I‘he scal-

sions. . - v

A ' ! o 7
+ Ideally, of course, such analyses will generate one dimension

&

yhich can be interpreted as the degree of individualization. Classrooms
!

dan then be ranked in terms of. this d1mens1on. Of particular 1nteresf

<:

/1ll be whether the classrooms fall along a cont1nuum or into two or

/

1

R ‘ 1| thore discrete groups.
' ) The purpose of th'.ts analy81s is to determine whether the existing
l ** ¢ | curricular programs fall into natural group1ngs wh1c|h can serve effec-
[' ’ tively as "treatments" to be compared. If as a result of the analyses
:

descr1Bed above, a single dominant d1mens1on interpretable as corres-

. v pond'1ng to 1nd1V1dual1zat1on emerges, this task will ﬁe greatly simplified. [

. . Ty
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- If there does no§ exist g single d1mens1on, it may be worthwh1le —"
C
to underfake a cluster analysis. Cluster a.nalys1s is a genenc name
for a number of techn1ques wh1ch attempt to d1v1de a sample ‘into sy/ . .
a0

groups, or clusters, wf‘uch are themselves relat1ve1y homogeneou

but which differ from other clusters. In our sl.tuatlon, we would be
e attempting to find cluysters of classrooms such that classes in the
same cluster would have similar values on most%ariables', while

those in different clusters would display different patterns of values. . -

If there are a relatively s"mall number of well-articulated pro-

gram types, a cluster analysis. of process variables should uncovér it. .
Classrooms should at least initially be scaled separately for \
‘reading and math. There are two reasons for this: first, itis likely

that some classrooms will "individualize' instruction for only one . y 3
~ ¥ ’ i . S {
’ i

subject. Second, the patterns or types of indi;lridualization that

emelrge may differ for the two subjects, and the analysis should allow

»
1

for this possibility.
L] . .
The results of the analyses during Stage 1 would serve two'critical

- . )

purposej: first, they wodld form the basis for defining “"treatments' in
the study; and second they would aid in fmal selection of a sample of
* classrooms which adequately represent d1££erent combma&mns of treat-
‘ments. Performmg th1s exploratory analysis at an early stage has the
additional advantage or prov1d1ng a general fam111ar1ty with at.least some
of the dg.ta and potential problems in handling it. This experience should

facilitate the performance of analyses in later stages.

It should be noted that while data from the telephone screening
procedure will be used to develqp the typology of programs and “to select:
the sample of classrooms, later phases of the data collect1on procedure
will prov1de add1tlonal (and probably more accurate) 1nfo rmat1on on the
, way in which a given classroom actually operates:, Thus, data from

the Student Activity Log should be used to verify and revise the iritial

e ) oy PO
classification of such classroom with respect to'treatment condition,

As a result of this additional data, some classrooms may be réclassi-

fied. ; )




a e N . .
The’strategy suggested for Phase 1 can be ZIlust-rated by apply-
) ing a seat;of the pants" multldlrnenswnal scal1ng analysis to the
o var1ab1es and data shown 1n Exhibit, III- l ‘'which were collected dur1ng;. .
\the Telephone Screenxng Procedure The exhibit lists six 1nd1v1dua1—
1zat1on/standardazat1qn var1ables, ‘and categorizes each .of 41 class- ¥

N rooms as individualized (1), standard1z¢d (S), or differentiated (D)

with respect to each of these var1ables, JIf we arb1trar11y score
S=0,D=1, and I = %ﬁrthese categorles can be considered numeri-
" cally ordered with respect to the degree of ‘individualization they
tepresent. From th1s data, it is then poss1ble to compute a numeri- '
)

cal index of the "dlstanc.e" between any given pa1r of variables or any

given pair of classrooms., The distance is s1mply the sum of, th.e 5

. differences b&tween any two variables dcrpss classrooms, or arﬁr § ¢
two classrooms'across var1ables. ‘@onceptually, the 'distance" -
between two classrodms rep!‘esents the éxtent to Wwhich théy employ .

d1ffer1ng 1nstruct1ona1 pract1ces, across the “six d1menS1ons as,a

whole,’ and the "d1stance" between two. Varlables represents the

\a,extent to which the1r pattern of occurrence differs across classrooms.

- %

: .. = For purposes ‘\of 1llustrat1of1, 1t is s1mpler to fOCus on the, rela-

2l I,

t1onsh1ps among variables than among classrooms, sinece the data can

_ be d1splayed more conorruca.lly The diagram below shows a matr1x
. R

whose entr1es represent the 'distances' among the. six var1ables

L

re,presented in Exh1b1t I11- l based on the.data tn that exh1b1t The .
entry-in any g1ven cell represen s the ""distance" between the row o
‘ var1able and the column varaable. “The smaller the d1sta.nce, ;he .

?
more srm1lar the two var1ab}es are in their pattern of otcurrence
t
,across classrooms. The nurnbers given are based on scores for .

Aond

e
3

math, instruction only, although the data are qu1te s1m11ar for reading.

]
' ' . = ~ ;Teacher Physical
- ' : Cor;tent Sequence Rate Materials Behavior" Setting : T
o ‘ S 2 - ]
» Content X g - 15 9 19 .19 .
N Sequence : y 8 ‘ X -7 4 15 17

Rate 15 7 X 11 14 22 - X




e

’ . » .
’ . N

: ' v : Tejcher ~ Physical |
Content Sequence Rate Materials Behavior Setting

Materials "9 ‘4 .11 . X 17 - 13
+. Teacher o : . ’ .
_Behavior . 19 15 . 14 17 X 24

S

. Physical . ) A . ) .

Setting T 19 17 7. 22 13 . 24 . X
- . .It is Peadily apparent that the two most:;"s‘imilar variables are R .

iequence and mater1a1s, while the two mo'st dissimilar are teacher )

ﬁ' .
"behavior and phys1cal setting. A rough plotting of these var1ables ' \
.in two dimensions on the basis of their distances reveals that rate,

‘materials, sequence, alnd content cail be easilyvrepresent’ed in two

d1mens1ons, whereas a third dimension is needed for teacher &,
behavior and phgsmal setting. Thus one da%suggest that teacher ' ,
~ behavior and physical setting should not be collapsed into the same . »

driable catego ry w1th*1e other four dimensions (or with one another).
Of cours(e the actual dec1S1on as to how to defm'e treatment condi~ .

twns would 1nvol$e carry1ng out the above 'proceﬁure across class-

.

. rooms rather than vamabl s, but the’ pr1nc1ples involved are the
same. The procedure would yield a ”p;ct re"“bf classrooms, in .
which those which are,s1m1lar are cluste ed together and those which
are different are spat1ally sepa.ra.ted The sampling procedure would L
involve/ in effect,rplacmg a gr1d over tifis spatial fepresentation’and

each area of the grid in which

. select1ng a sample of classrooms fro

the re are found to be classrooms. The size o,f the gr1d and the num-

ber of-areas definéd on it would be based on the obtalned pattern of
» classroom’ variation, '.In Exh1b1t -1, the forty one classrooms ’
. dlsplay 19 d1st1nct pa.tl:erns of 1nd1v1dua.llza.t1on. 'Some patterns are’g“g"
“quite similar to one another/ and would be lumped together in the L

4

_process, of defining treatments. The goal would be to select a smiall ’

‘number of fa1rly d1st1nct patterns. LT L

2., - Sta.ge 2.- Comparing Treatrnent Effects

Durmg the second stage of the data analysis, we will be ; s

"

1n a position to addgess the main question: What can we say about the o

- IR } e
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' effective’ness of individualized instruction in compensatory education?
Specifically, our task is to‘comparé outcomes for 'children exposed to
., different types of instructionmal techn1ques related to the concept of indi-
vidualization. This task is complicajed, hqwever, by the fact that a host
, :of other variahles may also affect outcomes. Thus, if we simply compare
| mean outcomes for ch11dren ‘exposed to ' "individualized'.' vs. 'standardized'
’ programs, we bnow that there may still be biases as a result of other, .
d1££erences among the classrooms (and ‘their environments). One suggested

strategy £or dealing with this problem is the_ use of multiple regression

.analysis. For any given outcome var1ab1e, mu1t1p1e regresdion would
. spec1£y an optimal set of linear we1ghts for a given combination of treat-
v ment, contextual and process variables, account1ng for the maximum ,‘
varianc‘e in outcomes. The obtained beta weights for the treatment vari-
ables would provide an estimate of the effect of these variables, taking
into account the effects of other ('"control') variables on outcomes, and

intercorrelations- -among the predictor var1ab1es themselves.

-

. One difficylty, however, in applymg a multiple regression technique .
to-the data in the present study is that the number of potential 1ndependent T =,
"predictor!' variables is qu1te large relat1ve to the number of data '
. points. For this reason, it is nece’ssary to develop a strategy for’ reduc-
) ‘ ing the number of variables to a mahageable set,, which will inclludeiall
of those which are most irnportant. i : : i s
There are several ways* in which this might be accomplished, no ’ ,
Qne of which is entirely satis?actory: One approach is to use a "step-wise *-
i - regression procedure, in which-new, variables are added'to the regression
equation one at a time, and the 1mportanceﬁiof their ""contribation" or
pred1ct1ve value is gauged by the extent to which they improve the pre-‘{
dictive power Aof the equation. Unfortunately, step-wise regression can
-.be.a highly misleading way of assessing the irhportance of a variable,
since how much pred1ct1ve value is added depends heavily on the stage at
“which the variable is introduced. S
Another approach would be to screen the large set of contextual and .
input variables in a prehmmary analys18,/seek1ng to identify those which ) .
arje most 1mportant and-e.ldlmmate others from subsequent analyses. A
variable rrzlght b%e11m1nated, for example, if l'h,ak.ppears to have little

[
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~While analyses based on change scores are often avo1ded because of

or no relation to the outcdme variables by itself, little or no relation

to treatment var1ables, ahd gives little or no evidence of interacting

(on a first- order basis) with treatment var1ables in affecting outcémes. o

A third:approach would involve performing a series of multiple
regression aﬁ.alyses, each of \which includes the treatment variables in
a_ combmat1on with a small sulset of other background variables, in
varying combmatmns. Those variables with cons1stent1y low beta we1ghts

could then be ehmmated from further consideration:

Each of the above methods in olv'es certain drawbécks. _In the
first, however, the primary danger 's_orre of distortion of the real
contributions of the variahles. In the\latter two, the major drawback

portant information. However,

is that one may inadvertently ""lose" i
. i1

it is necessary to se}ect from among th4 many variables those which

are most important, and it is, therefore, recommended that variables

be screened using a combination of the latter two approaches, \

- With respect to achievement outcomes, the multiple regression
analysis should focus on change or "growth" scores in student‘ach1eve-
ment, rather than simple post-test outcomes. This recommendation
is based on recent findings suggesting that traditional techniques' (such
as analyzing post-test scores with pre-test scores '"covaried') are |
inadequate in removing bias from quasi-experimental data (cf. Bryk

and Weisberg, 1975; Lord(\ 1967; Campbell and Erlebacher,'l970). . -

their greater unre11ab111ty, this is not likely to be a maJor problem when,
the score 1s based on the classroom as a whole, rather than the individual
student. Change’scores :mﬁgh't also be used to define outcome measures
for non-cogmtwe variables (teacher and student att1tudes), and for some .
measures it might be desirable t'o ahalyze both change scores and post- ’

test scores, reporting any differences in the results-of the two methods

» -,

which might affect the conclusions of the study.

1

In summary, the second stage of analysis would attempt to estimate
the impact on outcomes of the treatment var1ab1es related to md1v1dual1zed

or standardized instruction, takmg into account other ‘variables re1ated to

. 7
.

outcome or treatment S R
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3. Stage 3. Pred1cting Implementatlon Effects

In the third stage of the analy51s, the contractor should ' -
attempt to estimate the likely impact, of the implementation of a par-
ticular type of program on a hypgthetgcal classroom with a given . .

set of characteristics.

A number of sources of data within the stfxdy are relevant to this : ’.:'H
task. The first of these is the relat}onsh1p between the occurrence ) ’
of a given type of program and otb—eiﬁ school, ‘community, or classroom

' characteristics. Any systemat1c relat1onsh1p between frequency of a
program (or "treatment") and other school or class:room characterls-

tics should be examined very carefully to determine whether the

relat1onsh1p is relevant to potent1al problems 1n program im mentat1on.

. a good intrinsic reason for this, ’g

The second part of this task is to examine the effects"of’the in-" -
dividualization/standardization treatment variables separateiy for
classrooms and students with different characteristics. At the’
c.las‘sroom level, the sample siz‘e may not permit cross-tabulation of

the results,using more¢ than one or two backgrouhd variables at a,

’
.

time. However, each of the variables found to be important at earlier |
stages of the analy51s should be exa\mmed w1th the goal of estabhshmg
"estimates of treatment effects within different levels of that variable.

The results of these analyses should be interpreted. carefully, keeping

;— in mind the likelihood of chance variations in means. Confidence

3

estimates should be provided for each of the Mmeans or regression . . |
weights caléulated in thls stage. The averall goal should be to assess -
v whether, on the one hand, the treatment var1ables appear to exert a s ’
comustent effect wh1ch is Substanhally 1;1depende‘nt of other process
or background var1ables or on the other hand, the effect of the major;-
treatment variables is substantially d1fferent in classrooms W1th differ-

“

ent characteristics., The poSS1b111ty of ”cross over 1nteract1ons

CERC - 7 MR




(in wh1ch treatment -variables exert oppos1te effects under different

cond1t1ons) should be espec1ally examined, since this form of 1nteract1on

.has substaht1al policy rele%ance. : : . -

S ®
some information relevant to Stage 3 questlons. However, multiple re-

The multiple regression analysis performed in Stage 2 will provide

@

gress1on analysis has Certam limitations in its ability to adequately ad-

. _]ﬂust for biases produced by other variables. Thus the analysis should

_ be suppiemehte_d by other techniques which approach the data somewhat

differently. L. ) 2
_ j' One such approach might involve the use of a form of residual
“analysis, in which one would attempt to construct a mathema,ti_qal ",

model relating student growth rates (change scores) to classroom
characterlst1cs, and then compare the residual or "added- on” effects IS
of the major treatment variables to these baseline effects. The math-
ematical model itself may be based on a regression analysis, on
multidimensional scaling of class.rgoms V\;ith respeét to baﬁckgro’imdé i

‘characteristics, or on one or. more other méthods. . i . \

[N

. In view of the important policy questions which underlie the pro- . g
. posed research, it is particularly desirable to address _some of the pro-
blems related to 1mplementatlon of the research fmdmgs, It 1s of little
value to estimate the 1mpact of hypothet1cal curricular changes in schools
wh1ch are l1kely to be unable or unwilling to make thesg ch“_n'ges. For
example, soime communities or schools may have a strong’ cultunal or 1
ideological commltment to certam approaches., THhus, the results of a
- study on curr1culum effects may be qu1te 1rrelevant to them, since they

- -

@ c0u1d only w1th great d1ff1culty be persuaded to adopt it.

Moreover, th ba51s on which a g1ven type of program has been R

selected may be systema,{lcally related to background and contextual

>

variables which are also related to outcomes. Thus, ,the effects of theée

e variablés will be confounded with those :3f the treatment, The selection

process may also interact with the effectiveness of the treatment. For
- . . : o

', - . “ R -u p . N “ .
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' example, the apparent effectiveness of a program during an evalué.tion
may be related to the fact that it was selected by those who most need
or want it, When imposed on Igss willing participants, the program may

' prove quite ineffective.’

However, there ma;r Be a‘i‘subset of classrooms for which the ch.oice ) .
2of curriculum is ba‘sed on fa"cto:s relati\;ely unrelated to outcomes, and A
‘ y appears susceptible to change. For example, the choice may involve
limited knowledge of alternatives or represent a tradition which has
' n'Fen considered very little in recent times. Such a subset would have
two major advantages for analysis, First, from the standpoint of ex- -
térnal validity, such classrooms may be particularly susceptible to be-
1ng 1nfiuenced to alter existing policy in the face of persuaswe evidence
on program effectiveness. Second, the selection process may have little
bearmg on program effectiveness, since programs were not chosen on .
. the basis of strong preferences. Thus, we are suggesting that devoting

’ ' . some attention to the process by which curricula are selected may re-

o+ .
Lo i 7 vepl a subset of classes fdr whom unbiased estimation of treatment ef-

feTt is both appropriatea and useful for pubhc Rolicy purposes.

, Unfortunately, the ‘criteria for selectmn of such a subset are dif-
. fic‘ 1t to specify in advance. Howevyer, as a part of the analysis at Stage
o .3, an attempt should be ;nade to ithntify a subset of classrooms for which
' program selection appears to be unrelated to backgrand 'cnaracteristics
that \might affect outcome, and in which curricular change seems quite

_ a8 feasible. . . ‘ . :

- A decision as to the pre%:ise nature \fég criteria to be uned in -
) selecting this subsample m1gh,‘t be based on-1) the correlations between B
P - type of program and background character1st1cq found in Stage 1 of the .
analysis; 2) 1nformat1on obtained from principals and teachers regardlng

the range of curricular materials available aggd the basis for selectlon,

3) Judgements by f1eld' personnel based on observation in the various

school settings. An attérppt would then be made to estimate the probable

;
4

ii’npact of program changes,for these schoolg, ' .




4,1+ Descriptive Statistics . .

. % In addition to the analytic procedures described above, the

contractor should provide a full range of descriptive statistics. Descrip-
i N

tive statistics are those methods that are used to summarize the data

that ha.::j;%ee'n, collected, but which do not involve statistical inference.

These methods will include the following: . ‘ "
() Frequency Distribgtions‘— .
® * Measures of Central Tendency
* Measures of Vériabili(;y
' Cross-tabulations

Frequency distributions will show the type and shape of the d1str1-

" butions, and will be used to determme the type of statistics to be used’«

in the analyses of the relationships of variables. The measures of cen-
tral tendencies will be used to construct profiles of the cg?nm;mities, '
schools, and of the sample of teachers, student's and c.lastsi'ooms who‘
will participate in the study. Measures of variability will incl‘ade the
range and standard deviation and will also be used in the estab'I-isb—
ment of the pr?files. Crosstabs will show the relationship of the

variables in the study to one another.

5. Derived Variables

» (1

Many of the most intéresting and potentially important var-
iables in the study may not be avé.ilable in the form 6f direct faw scores. '
Thus an important part of data analysié is to derive indices and statis-
tical measures that reflect 1mportant mdepgndent or autcome var1ables.
Potentially, the number of derived variables is llterally staggermg
However, only a rela.twely small number have great 2 Qr1or1 interest.

We will list a few of these here, and indicate how mdmés m1ght be

constructed.

>~

a. Locus of Control o !

Each item of the Teacfxer Locu® of Control scale is !

keyed either. toward student or teacher attTibutions for success or ‘ - \




. . - -
) - .
-

failure. That is, each item ascribes success (failure) to something

ebout the student, or sorﬁething about the teac};er.. Derived scores -

~

from these scales consist of the following: (1) shmmed attribution
to teacher, which can range from 0 to 24 sx'm"xmed_ across the eight 5
teacher items, (2) summed attribution to student, which can also
range from 0 to 24, (3) net attribution to teacher (smdent), .the dif-
ference between (1) and, (2); This latter index is of particular in-
terest, since it reflects‘tne teacher's tendency to assign responsi-
bility for success or failure diffe rentially to students or to the
teacher. Scoring for specific items is included in Aependix B.

J b. Student’Activ,ity'L.og | o h

“

This instrument provides a wealth of data on the

classroom activities of individual students with respect to each of
a large set of objectives wh1ch have been 1nd'1v1dually def1ned for a

particular classroom. It prov1des essent1ally the same inform&tion

that would be provided by a cr1ter1on-‘referen_ced test, with additional

information on the instructional technique’s associated with attainment

of a particu‘ler objecti've. Many of the variables‘ and indices provided

by the log will be "derived variables' in the sense that some pre11m1-

nary data analyses must be performed to prov1de the score*s wh1ch

are of primary interest. For example, the degree to Wh1ch rarté is s
individualized can be indexed as follows: first, those obJectn’re "R:vhwh
most or all students in the classroom have worked on would be idénti- ( )
f1ed. (It is necessary to eliminate obJectwes not prescr1bed for most

students in the class so that the index will not he "confounded with dif-

ferences in content). For this subset of ob;ﬂctwes, the Student ActL-

vity Log provides three separate measures which can be used to 1,ndex

rate: the date on wh1ch a student begins work pn,.,a:n ob_]ect1ve the

date'on which a student comgletes an ob_]ectlve, a.nd the. tgtal number

of hours spent working on that objective. To. the extent that the teacher .

is employing individualized instruction by varying rates, there should .

be wide variation in any or all these measures ac1\'oss students, for -

each objective. Thus individualization of rate can'\i{e indexed by

.
©

JEE

-
ki

. ' - Q
CN . III-90

116

L] *




computing the between-student variance for—each of these measures ‘
' for each ob_]ect1ve, and averaging across objectives. For starting
dates, the analys1s would begin by defining the earliest date at which

.
4:’§‘ . "

any student tﬁ%n work on a given objective as ""Day'1," and would
assign a

scor? " Yo every other student on the basis of how ma;{y de.ys -
after this date he or she is recorded as having begun work on this

objective. To the extent that these startmg dates vary across students

the teacher is aSS1gn1ng new objectives at an individual or (subgroup) s
level. A 51m11ar procedure could be used to index rate m. terms of

|

|

|

1
completion dates, total elapsed time, [(completioqn date)- (starting date)] |
and total number of hours elapsed. -- | ' .

Individualization of seguence can be indexed by rank ordering
the set of objectives for'each student according to when hg begins work
on the objective. To t};e ;xtent that the teacher is individualizing the
sequence of instructional b_]ect1ves, thesé rank orders w11Ld1f£er from
one student to another. THus the average rank-order correlations
- . (Rho), averaged across stjidents and objectives, would serve as a use-

i =

f'ul index of standardizationh vs. individualization. .

With respect to content, a simple and useful index might be con-
s“truct‘ed‘ by exemining the matrix of students objectives, in which the
rows represent students who have been in-attendance throughout the
entire record-keeping period and the co.lumns represent objectives
on which at least some students have worked. To the extent that the
teacher "standardizes'' the assignment of objectives, thie matrix will
tend to be '"filled’ -- that is, each student will be. recorded as having

spent at least some time 'on"e'very objective. To the extent that this
is not the case, then, it can be said that the teacher is md1v1dua11zmg
. . content. Thus the p rogortlon of cells if the st'ildent ob_]ectwe matrix

which are filled could be used as 2 rough index of standa rdization.

Unfortunately, this index \«yould be distorted-to-some extent by
the direction in which 1nd1v1dua11zat10n occurred. That is, if a teacher
riassigned an additional objective to one or two students in the class,

the matrix would gain more empty cells than if the teacher failed to

Y -~ - .- - - s ¢

s ; L
, :
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%
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/
1gn an ob_]ect1ve to one or two'students. Thus a more accurate index

not subject to such d1stortlon would be provided by computing an "inter-

\-

act1on" score, representlng the degree to which cell values in the matrix )

~

o~ depart from theoret1ca.1 vaiues based on row and column totals. (Th1s ;
ihdex would have the add{tlonal advantage of controlling for rate dif-
ferences). The loglc is ‘much the -same as the logic underlying chi- 5 i
- square, the d1fference ’be'ing that the purpose is to der1ve a meaningful
descrlptwe index of 1nd1v1dua11zat1on/standard1zatlon from the data,

s rather than to test a h‘ypothesm of cont1ngency

Much the sameiapproach can be 'used to derive indices for
the other five variables. However, in these cases; the matrices would
include columns representing each of the possibl’e categories of, for
example, teacher behavior. To the extent that the teacher behaves
similarly toward all students working' on a given objective, the all
values would be completely predictable from row and column totals.

Departures from such predictability, then, would index individuali- |

Ty
.,

zation of teacher behavior. These. indices would be computed sepa-

n

rately for each'objective, weighted according to their possible-range
on that objective, and averaged across objectives to provide an over-

all index of individualization‘with’ respect to each dimension.

' e

;6. Data Conversion and Editing

: The purpose of this function is to transform the raw data . -
that comes in from the field into machine- readable form and to ;romde
.idata ed1t1ng arﬂ validity check1ng to ensure that a ver1f1ed and accurate X
'data‘ base is established. Instruments should be set up so that key
punching can be done with a minimum of manual editing. Statistical
quahty controls should be used to ensure that the data is transformed
- properly. In addition to the detection of errors in the data transforma-

’ tion proces's, the computer should be used to determine which data are

missing, which answers are invalid or inconsistent and which skip pat-
terns have not been observed,' Data items should be checked for errors,
such as out of range, out of field, illegaI character, missing values or :
combinations of data items. Procedures should be established for the
correction of errors and the follotw up to acqu1re missing ‘data and cor-

i v

rect errors,

o 111-92
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use of a diverse group of individuals who represent many fi¢lds of ex-
pertise and levels of experience. It is de_sirablt; to assemble a staff
which is both competent in specific:disciplines such as educé.tion,
psychology and sociology, and sensitive to human interaction in the | .
learning ana.helping' processes, In addition to such divergence of orien-

“t'ation and expertise, the study team should be fnad"e,lup of people from

varied ethnic groups in order, t6 foster obtaining differential perspec-
_tives frofn those ethnic groups serveci by com;;ens;tory education

C e programs.

_Exhibit IV-1: Management Plan illustrates the lines of authority.

for project management. - 4 __
P ‘z =

B. STAFE RESPONSIBILITIES AND QUALIFICATIONS

Key staff positions, areas of ,respo?sibility and duties are listéd

‘below. Project manloading and staffing level information is provided
- . ¥ N b « L

in Exhibit IV -2,
. >

"1, Project Technical Director - ' . , e

i
° Has prime responsibility for the technical direction of '

— g * the project, ) . i - ,
\ @ Approves the methodological procedures related to,

sampling, data collection, instrumentation and data

* N /
analysis. ‘ ‘

'@  Reviews and approves all study products and reports

*

(quality control functic')rl):: .

- IV. STUDY ADMINISTRATION AND IMPLEMENTATION : o
. ! “ o ) ‘ ‘\
. ) ‘ . K ! ty‘ .
. " " A.  OVERALL MANAGEMENT AND STAFFING REQUIREMENTS, ; A
| . . ‘ | .
The management and staffing pattfem for the study should make .

@ Interprets data, writes and makes policy recommenda- -

.

I ‘ . . tions for final report. ’ .
x& AN
»

% : IV-¥ * .
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. T ) i . s .
) ' l - hd N .‘A"‘\
. *‘ R B N o~ \ .
P . r.‘ .1 R i . ‘ - . . - N
’ e Guides and supervises"th‘e development of the final® -
' N . ‘- o ' 4
- . . - . [CIN N
o report. . R
- ) Ser\‘Ies asdprime liason between the contractor and -
' - ) Lok
) : i e & N S, .._ L 5
st o, Sets qual1f1caf1ons and approves the h1r1ng of all per- K
‘ 3 s .
T sonnel. Nt . -.v Lo e e
re N ¢ 5 s '< . . s e -
) .. ) J’A R ‘ ‘? . J v .
. L ° Prondes i’echmcal input tb ‘month‘ly’ repo rt’ S e ’f"‘
, ‘e . JREN - Ve ‘ ) ‘ -
L e R Prolect Manager ’ . ¢ A . e
. LT -‘ . * . T ) !
» J . . . 9
¢ e _’ Has pr1me management‘ respons1b1l1t1es for pro_]ect. Lo
. . ce .
I Recru1ts, "hires and f1res staf:t'A - ) , B
~ . s [Q . ‘ : - ! ‘ \2;"
. ‘ ° ~A551gns staff respons1b1l1t1es and duties,’ K e o
a., . 3 - - “
S : ° Se'ts schedules, dsev‘elops procedures for meet1ng'“

A . cr1t1ga1 prOJect deadlmes. . T v, : .. '

Lo ‘; K R N 4-}' I3 - - - -
. -8 Operatlonallzes and refmes the data collectton

; ; - plan and sets' séhedules. SRR PN B

[ ' ' R 'j‘ .
. 57 - Mon1tor.§ adherence to ’pro_]ect tzme 11ne. e

. : e Has pr1me respon81b111ty for Budgeta'ry matters. o

L . . n . - e .'.
* R N Approves all prOJect expend1tuxe§ B " ST -
& i 3 » - - . /{f(/‘ i “‘.‘.’,, ) - . . ‘ - ’.:', ;
b e Writes ‘monthly,p_rog £98 reports., - - . ", Lo,
. IR ) v, A

. - . 0 *e ) -

: L 3, Deputy Pro_]ect: Man er - e' S . ‘_. . ..
LT ° Ass18 e Pz'o_]ect Manager and performs dut1es as )
AT ’ - e f i
Lot S . . » ve ot

J . assxgned by the Pro_]ect'Manager,., o T
’ C 3,’;"1»' s "'; »
) Y 7h Coordmate-,s a11 day to-day operations. o
; LR , ‘
. PN
) /,{“;" ) D1rects staff act1v1t1e§ and coordinates staff functions.
7 );{‘w‘/,( . . ' L3 ) “ .
o ° Serves as halson be\t'Ween contractoﬁr nd school
< ay . Ry 40/
P . ,. e .
? ', pe rsonnel when Field S&pe'rﬁissé % fg in the field,
‘ . ’ f’\,u'.“:“ T < .
» z - PN
. Fac111tates regular staff meetlngs. e , ~
. . < v e t :
1) Wr1tes a11 ma_]or corresponaence to, schools and™ .V - . .
. ' N . . . ' ’

) L A superv1ses ma1lrngs. ) ST ,

.. .%, T . ' . . . :', \". ; - . A,

L N e T

s . ” . A . v o, .
v T - - - . -1,”2& L - . . ‘
. R ¢ i o
.o ' « . ; ! \ y e Y ‘ . °
¢ * S D -




‘ ° Develops ‘the logistical plans for field geff . : ,
° Develops data collection staff&fralmng progran; 1
- ) and manual; supervises tra1n1ng of field staff
- . ;
e Works closely with Measu;‘ement and Instrqment(
Specialist.and identifies practical problems

. . ) ' ' e
.- associated with.the instruments.

4, © Sampling and Data Analysis-Supervisor -

: » ° Ha{prime responsibility for directing all data

analysis and sa’mpling procedures. -
. o Igterprets data and helps wr1te the final report.
. : D ‘ ‘ ". ° Has prime respdne;mhty for writing the-mtenm ' e
L . " report. . o o
- e Specifies and refines pro‘cedure»s fo;' sample selection

and selects sample.

' " 2 Creates sampling matrix and supervises the filling of

o sample cells.
. A , M » ~ ,
. Performs statistical analyses.
N /"
v ’ ) . Assigns responsibilities and supervises activities of .

ot

' computer -programmer, research assistants and key
+ ’ [

’ & . Supervises all data collection personnel, ' . ‘
L . . .'.,'&
' L Mopitars adherence to the quahtatlve ahd quanti- i
. o ! ‘- tatlve spec1f1cat10ns, of the d'ata collectton plan, . .

L , L punchers. . _ ' ‘ E
. o 5. .. .Cén';puter,,Preg rdammer - , ' | -
. . o ) Programs data. and runs programs as s determined by
. “ ~ the Sampling and Data Analy31s Superwso;? - :
A . | 6.  Data Analysis Research Assistants (3) ‘
‘ T | - ° Edits, codes and conducts validity checks g:data.
. o . Tabulates and summanzes data under the direction of

. . -t L the Samplmg ‘and Data Analysis Supervisor.
t
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/. . \
’ - 7. 'Field Supervisors (2) { | / R
ya ° Coordinates and conducts.telephone screening of ~
‘ :Jé._i!i\‘ .t : teachers during samplmg stage. -
) e ° Directly. supervises. the act1v1t1es ef the field data col-

3

lection staff (one is in charge of staff working in the
Eastern part of the .U, S. and the ‘other isin- charge of
_ ' those workmg in the Western part of the U, S,).

AN

¢ ) ° Makes unannounced visits to classrooms where data
- is being collected to monitor activities of the field
staff, (Spends over 75% of time in the field. )

"o Evaluates performance of field staff and makes recom-

' mendations for replacements.if needed,
. ®  Trains field data collection staff. <

.

° iieviews completed instruments for accuracy and.

.

J  completeness, ©

ﬂ)‘
v

e Regularly reports progress andgproblems in the -
‘ ’ field to the Deputy Pro_]ect Manager
~
° Makes logistical arrangements for field” staff,
(Works with travel agency. )
. ° ‘Coordinates and conducts telephone screen‘mg of
W, teachers dur;;‘ng sample stage.’
o ° ‘Serves as prime’ liaison betwéen project and
school personnel, >
. Tabulates and records responses from Superin-
’tendents, Prinicpals, and Teachers to initial
e ' inquiries requesting project participation. ‘
\ 'y Makes all foliow-pp calls to school personnel, o
‘e Monitors recelpt of Student Activity Log and
' L ad

makes necessary folldw-up .calls.

R
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. 8. Field Datd Collectors (25)-(5 Alternates)

o Each makes 4 site,visits to approximately 10

schools in the sample as scheduled,

) ° Administers all study instruments and -conducts
interviews, - ’
. Trains teachers in the use of the Student Activity o .
- . Log and helps teachers to determine objectives, . .
’ . Monitors teacher performance in keeping the Student
. Activity Log and makes appropriate recommendations.
° Conducts classroom observations and completes
‘ Classroom Observaticn Instruments,, °
. e Reviews all completed instruments for errors and ',
' completeness. . | A
. ] Determines and attempts to solve any p‘roblems -
associated with particular schools and teachers, ' Y
(] Keepg accurate records and reports of all travel
. ’ ‘ oA -
expenditures.. ’
’ 9. Measurement and Instrumeui Specialist ’
‘ e  Determines and makes necessary revisions in
o4 all study instrumenis. ' s
’ . "e . Sets up and coordinates instrument pretest.
N | Writes OMB package. o,
‘ ° Obtains c.opies of all study instruments (places orders
. with publishers; has unpublishe& instruments printed),
" Writes procedures for administering instruments for -~
%‘m - inclusion in field staff training manual,
" \ ' ot R . : ,
: ‘@ Trains Data Collection Supervisor on the administration
. of instruments, R - o ' . ’
. : ' 4. -
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. 10, Instrument Research Assistant Sy .
< ) o 1 . .
° Assists with writing the OMB package.
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° .Conducts instrument pretest, . e
. e Makes necessary revisions in instruments at
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: the direction of the Measurement and Instrument
. Specialist.
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- by July, 1977. CRI anticipates that this constraint will be a major

)

C.  PROJECTTIMERINE ~ - - -

L. Overv1ew and aA.nt1c1pat d Schedul1ng Probléms

¢ The prolect has been scheduled tbl)e. conducted in a per1od

"‘*18 months beginning on Feb 2, 1976 and end1ng July 31, 1977. This

schedule has been created primarily to be respoms‘lve to the constraint

‘ mdlcated in the RFP which states that the final report must be completed

2

problem to the contra;c,tor. !

>

Since there was ho project starting date indicated in the RFP, CRI

has only been able tc estimate a reasonable time pericd which would

allow NLE to decide upon a design, select a conttactor and make the award.
We allowed five months for this process. Since ‘schools will be closing ¥
in June, 1976 and 3rd grade students will become 4th grade students in
Sept., 1976, it is not advisable to begin data coltection before the close

of the 1975-76 school yéar. Therefore, datz collection should not begin

‘ until the 1976-77 school year commences. B

Because the design calls for pre-and-post-testing of students and
teachers, optimally a full school year would be des1rable to allow maxi-
muin change'to occur, On the other hand, the volummous amount of
data necessrtated by the study and the time needed to digest the data in
order to recommend policy appears to actually require no less than six

months for data analy51s and 1nterpretat1on.

“Since only eleven months existed between the opening of school
(Sept., 1976) and July, 1977, a comprom1se was necessary. Conseque\ntly,
alloW1ng for loss of time due to school start up and holidays, six m0nths

were allowed for data collect1on and three fnonths were allowed for data

. analys1s and report writing.

-

It is our deliberated op1n1on that the compromise we have proposed .
is feasible bt will'place extraordmary demands on the ‘contractor with
respect to data analys1s and final report development. CRI sugg‘ests as

an option that NIE rev1ew the poss1b1l1ty of 11ft1ng the July, 1977 ’

.
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constrg/.int— and report to Congress later in its session in order to allow
at least five months for data anaa.lysis. This would cause the final report
‘to be submitted in October, 1977,

‘

‘ - . .' . . ) Py
The compromise schedule which CRI has developed is detailed in
Exhibit IV-3: Project Time Line, ‘
~ p‘ '
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EXHIBIT IV-3: PROJECT TIME LID
4 ’ 1976. LI ; . . . “
. @ “2/2 2/9 2/16 J2/23 3N |3/8 -~ ‘l3/15 l3/32 l?/Z? 14‘
: Meet with NIE reps. in Wash- ’ . B AN
: Pr;_}eet m:;n ent ingtcs =nd finalize overall fg:;;::tkey t B
and covr ) research design and metho- staff and
- dology . assign » ;
areas of
Finalize staffing plan (make ;;ﬁa‘::”" . ‘
necessary changes) . ]
~ |
Sampling procedure Obtain . ;
- complete | Kelact 102 dis- ) ]
“ di’tt:i ¢ gricts in District || * ]
'th cts _)"Survey Iand 102 k 4‘1
g:,mp Ed kistriets not in !
i fands District Survey I . - . A, i
, from SRI . ‘ . .
Instruments and o i - Prepare letters - Prepare letters
material preparition to superinten- i to principals |
, |dents and re- . and response )
sponse mailers mailers
. Conduct pref
. Review and make necessary revisions of all | [newly develd
! 7| study instruments and tests >irevised inst
e alon Mail letters | ° .| Mail letters
with schools to Supts, of A pals (maxim
204 districts
* 4 |Arrange fox
) y-instrument
>
o . protest
A
Logisti€il planning X
’ »
. Y} .
-~ . [] 1 b
; Staff training ,
. . Train staff .
for instru-
- ment pre-
N test
. B . ,
, Data collection
- ¢ - ,
. % c:’ )
S o .
! g At W% .
3 Data a.nalylh ’ . B ‘ ’ )
Design sampling frame Analyze responses to superintendent inquiries
* delineate sampling and revise sampling proc}Zn'el if needed
- iprocedures )
* i R
¥ | Reporting
’ Prepare Prepare
. . . and submit o and submit
monthly ; »-{monthly |
progress ' progress
| report report
. ! Yarz l2/9 ' [2/16 _E/zs |3./1 3/8 ¢ 3ns l3/22 3/29 4
(S . .
ERIC 129 o
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ot b b o it .~ » N -
/2 - 3729 |4/5 |4/12 l&/’19 ja/26° ls/s‘ [s/r0  |5/17 5/24 |5/31
Finalize telephone screening C . iee:ﬂin -
: staff (recruit and hire neces- : - _Jau: Nx;%:ton . —
Z v sary personnel) - -
reps to dis- - )
; ‘ ° cuss OMB
- package
N h - ] draft | - ‘
. i ’ [ ' . e L} - - .'( -
> 4 7 A - - "
. Select 400 potential respondents )
Ftnal.idze telephone screenin_g - . . (teachers) and conduct telephone SO ",
procedure and screening guide screening
) e
« | Prepare letters to o
teachers A y >
3| Revise and dupliéato telephon.e . ’ \
screening guide gubmit
Conduct pretest of all raft OMB Revise and submit
newly de_veloped and > Revise study instruments and > ?::kage . 3! final OMB package
: revised instruments write OMB package §ra& approval for clearance
Mail letters to princi- ~ Mail letters to 400 teachers -
. pals (maximum 800) ’ recommended by principals T

AN

. %
r \ "’-
>
.Tr;in staff Train staff
f;:ni:’;::“' >~ifor telephone >
tost. i screening v _
‘ !
. /
"
. '\.\ :‘\nauli)’“ P?nc?;l '6'P°';;:' to Analyze data from telephone -
>~ Ty and revise sampling creening; classif; m
proce { noeded r) s ning; classify programs ;_-_>
*y ) N
| "H | i’ | | \ )
Prepare Prepare |, R
‘ and submit and submit \S\th\\
»monthly »{monthly OMB — >
progress progress package- .
report report ’
1 . .
3/22 , l3/29 \]4/5 L/_IZ 4/19 I4/26 l5/3 . IS/IO '5/17 |5/24 ]5/31 l
: Q
- ERIC * 130 - e
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T EXHIBIT 1v-3; PROJECT T

1

i
1
L

|
4
v
i
i
‘
:
]
<

P ® . - — . . { "' . /
. l . 1976 0~ - - - ; . /<
" N ) 647 I6'/1"4 16/2&—16‘28 E/i J7/12 l7/19 7/26 ’18/2 ‘8/9
Project management | # .
‘and coordination - e - - ‘

- —
. s . |
. . |
e Sampling procedures —_ -
; ‘ |
"Review analysis of responses to . |
, ‘telephone sireening procedure L . ‘ i
and select final.sample of . j
i . 250 classrooms — |
B - : i
Instruments and  ° »-Order published —
. aterial preparation instruments from B .
N ) - publisher .
i L 1 T . b
. e
{
e )
Communications .
with schools B
Logistical planning ’ - . “
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EXX) . [

PROJECT REPORTING

- -

? .. . >

-.Four ma_]or types of reports are, to be provided by tHé contractor ’

to NIE A ,description of the essent1al content of these repozts is pro-

v1ded beIOW° . .~ i

~ 4

' . - ’
- -

L. Monthly Progress Reports o
e ¥

v § -
3

At the end of.each month (except those wlen other reports
o N

are due) the contractor shquld submlt to NIE a progress report delin-

seatlng, in letter form the act1v1t1es conducted durmg that month,

s This report shonld cover the tasks that were “accomphshed and .any

*, problems or d1ff1cult1es encountered . - . )

.
task

<

Y
‘

2. Task Products

-

sk ask products res%lt from the completion of a major study

!

..(n'I‘here are two major task products of this stady.
. a. Final Sample Selection - This report should include
! ’ the final sample of classrooms selectéd for study.,
$ -
oo Prehmmary descr1pt1ve infermation on the classrooms
y . andthe completed samphng matrix should be inc¢luded.

b. - :OMB Package - All of. the instruments that are to be -

‘used in the study, justifications for the1r use, item

and ihstriment admmzstratwn 1nformat1on should be
) o comp1led into a report that is submitted to the Office
V, of Management and Budgfet (OMB) for approva,l The
4 OMB package should meet the specifications des;gned
T

by thé OMB. S e _
. c ‘9‘!‘3“\“‘1’:‘,

3. .Intemm Report © R
- \j

.

o @ne inte tim report is to be compiled and subm1tted to NIEf

This repprt should cover ‘the rgsults of Stage I of the data analysis.

definition(s) of individualized instruction. - It should also prévide pre- .~

linmfinary p;oéfram treatment clusters and descriptions of their \
.. "y ..

. Specifically, the report should include pre,hmmary emp1r1ca11y derwed

»

, = . IV ' o R
(.4 . - - o
< f"‘u:;_*x_‘ .

1 8'-4 P > . .
» ' PR . .

Jushflcatlons for newly createdao,,}; z’rev1sed instruments,

-

)
-
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.
-
-
o
)
)
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-
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e
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»

s

3 characterlstlcs. The report. shéuld be consldered "prehmma;ry" as

the fmdmgs in these areas may change as the study progresses and ke
mo-re\data is collected._ . , - B
4, Final Report Co- . ‘ ool .
¢ T el

. ~

‘The policy orientation of this research effort means that the

final report should contain guidelines and recommendations regarding’

desirable and undes1rab1e instructional practices. ) These recomrnenda-

" " tions should be Based on sound research findings and analytical tech- -

niqiies. They also should be pragmat1c, reahst1c, and relevant to

ex1s£1ng program contraints and practices, . In short they’ should be .
feasible to 1mp1ement in the near future, and have‘a reasonably h1gh
probability of success in terms of effecting measurable ggins in student

performance levels,  Such a report would, therefore, have to describe.

in specific terms the kinds of educat1ona1 practices and pol1c1es that

actually influence student performance as well as the factors that must

be cons1de‘red in order to 1nst1tutef these practices and pol1c1es.

In afll likelihood, the final report of th1s research effort w111 con-

ta1n well décg‘r"_,nented scenarios. of how to develop, implement, operate,

and mon1tor 1nstruct1ona1/programs in a way that avoid common p1lifa11s

" and w‘h1ch prowdes a mieans for eva,luat;ng the extent to which each kind:

of program has been operatmnahzed (i.e., in terms of 1ts key compo-

nents) and achleved it§ goals. Since it.is unhkely that one kind of program

works "best:" for all kirids of s1tuat1ons or students, the final report -

"should address“the question -- Which kmds of practices are likely to be

most successful in wh1ch kinds of contexts? s

~

» .
. The final report should be written in three separate volumes as

folloWS‘~ ’ ! i L -

.

Vo]ume I: Executive Summary-

.

» . X e

» . PSRN AR A
A brief overview of the entire study for the exécutive ek

deqi_’ﬁon maker and general public.

¥
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N 1 c ‘ / % R . ’

. ’ . . > N R R . enalNPVE Y
. Volume dI: “Study Design ° . : s ' . )
l K ~ “A descr1pt1on of the ‘study conceptuahzatmn, method-
i C o ology and instruments, '

compensatory education students and teachers.

! < Effective clagsroom practices.

‘ D, Critical factors and processes that mfluence .

| “ the effect1veﬁess nd extent of 1nd1v1dua11zat10n.

s 1 ‘ -
N -
. e

' E. Policy Recommend tlons Regarding: . -
‘ , 1. Effectwe pract ces which can and should
. ‘ A be,adopted b :

.

. 2. Adoption and impleme'ntati'on concerns and,

procedures. B -

) T 3. Evaluation and monitoring concerns and

proceaures. . .
yox B ;......_"f
. oo 4, Imphcatlons for Federal, State and Local

' e - Compensatory Edacatipn Guidelines. . .

5, Implications for Federal, State and Local
‘ w spending. - ) .t

. ' F. Reporting Schedule ’Q -

’
2

, Reporting due dateg are as follows:
- X ’ Monthlyo Progress Reports - End of each month
' - except May, 1976;
' J 5 R June, 1976; Jan., 1977; ¢
i SRS June, 1977; and July, 1977 .
R MR T g:-‘ '

£

R

>

- . N
.

Valurhe II'I Fmdmés and Recommendations . .
. ”',"' A, ) Empirically derived definition{s) of individu-
: : K ’;": T alization-standardization. - o T
) L o | B. Proglram clusters and characteristics. , , ‘
- % N ' C. -Impac.:t-of individualizatior;-standa:.rdization‘_‘qﬂr_x, ot _
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- E ESTIMATED BUDGET C . S .

The following budget is mtended to prov1de NIE with¥an es’&tmate of
what it would cost to conduct the study. Since the contractor has not been

K selected, the actual costs cannot be calculated. . The costs mcluded in
this bydget have been based'on actual CRI rates (D1rect Labor, Payroll
Related Expenses, Overhead, ‘etc.). Therefore, the attached budget . R
represents projected cost estimates of CRI. - » . 6!
. R \
Budget Summary ) s A \‘
- |
~ .‘ ) > ) * .\
_Reference = . ‘ e Y . ! :
1. Direct Estimated = Rate/ :E~st1mated ’ i
- Labor Hours Hour «Costés)
Category No. 1 * 6,238  $14.12% $88,081 :
Category No. 2 ..5,718 9.22 -~ 52,720 .
. Category No. 3 32,927 6.92 227,855
, Category No. 4 4, 679 4,90 22,927 . ‘
. Typing Support 6,238 4,107 ~ 25,596 % ' 417,179
. N 5
2. Payroll related ’ ‘ ’ \
' expense @ 27% 112,638
Total Direct Labor: . 529,817 _
3. . .+ Total Travel . 194,225
4, Total Consultants ¢ 25, 000
5. ;  Other Direct Costs, ) 35,000 '
6. ' Overhead iincluding G & A) .
@ 76. 6% of Total D1rect Qost 600,576 ‘
-. o " .' Total EshmatediCost _l., 38,47, 6L8
7. . Fee 114 231 . '
' Total Estimated Cost and Fee: $ 1,498, 849
t ! 3 -
l . .v’ o . p
+A , 1V-19 ] '»7’_
. o . 14j o
i




: \ R ' Category Category Category, Cat;agory Typi
<) - No. 1 No. 2 No. 3 No. 4 - Supp
\ . -
o - Project Manager . 3,119., - cgen
. ' . Deputy Project Manager 3,119
A =4 Project Technical Director 3,119 ‘
R Sampling & Data Analysis ~ )
¢ Supervisor 1,906
’ " . Computer Programmer 433
a Data Analysis Research R
! y . .
\ Assistants (3) 4,679 .-
| Field Supervisors-(2) 3,813 ; -
| Field Data Collectors (25) ) .
. \ (5 alternates) |, 28,161
\\ Measurement & Instrument .- . . -
Specialist 3 ° 693 v
Instrument Research ) L, o :
\ Assistant ’ ' 520
. | Typist - - ' 6,23
| e .
) | Total Man Hours: 6,238 5,718 32,927 4,679 6,238
~9 - Man Months (cii,vided by . )
o v | 173.3): R 36 - 33 190 27 2
*, = . x
' 2. PAYROLL RELATED EXPENSE .
' ‘:Pay'roll' Related Expense refers to such expenses as vacati n, holiday,
~ sick leave, payroll taxes, group insurance, etc. ‘ ; .
/ ° LT $112, 638
3./ TRAVEL o C
. A. - Field Work’
Eﬁ (1) 108 Round Trip Los Aggeies ~
% . ‘to various national 1dcations
. € $300.average/trip $ 32,400 *
E«(‘% a 1 . ‘- L] '
2 o' (2) 2997 Days Per Diem @ . . .
3 ' $40/Day . 119, 880 : S g
E ‘ (3) 2295 Days Ground Transpor- . , .
E’ ) tation @ $15/Day 34,425 . $186,705
E ' : ) iv-20
3 ’
{

. \ .
. » -
¢ 4 :
PN
H ] . .
! ’ . ~t V! : K
’
'

DIRECT LABOR

41

\ . " 'Asgsuming a start date of'February 1, 1‘276., aind an ending cia;t_e of_July

\ - 31,1977, Direct Labo
|
$417,179 '

> "~

r for the project was estimated as follows:
» . "

- .

DIRECT LABOR IN MAN HOURS

L o 42

»




LY
A

4 J

6.

e

B. LA/DC Project Coordination
-~

(1) 2 Persons 8 Round Trip each -
1LLA/DC @ $370/Round Tyip $ 5,920

(2) 32 Days Per Diem @ $40/Day 1,280 -
(3) Ground Trar;sportatwn @ .
$10/Day. - 320 ) 7,520
3 Total Travel: $194, 225
CONSULTANTS. ’ '

250 Teachers (one per school) to be paid $100 honorarmm
each one time . $ 25,000

]
:

»

OTHER DIRECT COSTS

A, Computer Time & Keypunch | . $ 12,000
B® - Communications - )
(1) Long Distance Telephone - $ 3,600 : 5
(2) Postage and Sh1ppmg , 1,800 ' 5,400

~

C. R}aprodu.ctmn

\

(1) Xerox s 'ﬂ$ 2,700
(2) Final.Report Printing ~ 5,000 ’ 7,700

- . - ~

expenses as overhead Salanes, ovex‘head travel, rent

D. Supplies ' a © 1,800

t

E. Tests and Instruments (Approx1mately 37 500).. -
and Associated Training Fees . 9,000

P .

Total Other Direct Costs: $ . .35,000

7 . Total Direct Cost:  + $ 784,042

_OVERHEAD (Including G & A) - :

Overhead (mcludmg G & A) contams trad1t1ona1 overhead

utilities, etc. .

q : - v .
; ' . Total Estimated Cost: $ 1,384,618
FEE @.0825 | % 114,231

PR

4, Total Estimated Cost ‘.

"

e Iv-21 | S,

143

$ 600,576

and Fee; N _ ' $G,‘4'985849' '
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V.. UTILIZATION OF THE FINAL REPORT |

> - ’ . N -
. ’ .
1 . ’

A T{\RGET AUDIENCE FOR THE FINAL REPORT "

a

-~ ‘ L4

The policy nature,of the proposed study dictates that the final -

’
.
<
-
.

report should be oriented towards policdy makers at the federal, state,

district and school leve’i’s\ as well as curriculum developers in the . )
private and public eect&s. Additionally, the study.is likely to be of .
interest to edffcatienal researchers in terms of study procedures and
methodology. While policy makers at all levels have concerns

related to recommended educational practices, they each will probably

view these recommendations from dlfferent perspectwes. The nature

—

of these target audiences.' partlcular concerns and how the report

should satisfy their neeQS is described below,

2

1.  .Federal Level Policy Makets . .

«
* [
.

Policy makers at the Federal level, include Congréssmen, >

K]
. A 3 -
’ .
v
- '
.t
a
L]
>

National Institute of Education and Office of Education program
. ’ adrrfiniétrateré;‘." These individuals are liﬁely to bé particularly con- °
cerned with 1mp11catmns related to changing and/or adamg to Federal
- © Compensatqry Education Guidelines.and federal spendmg. .

» -

To meet Federal pohcy makers concerns, CRI has recommended
that the final report include specific sections which address pohcy

questions regarding Federal guldelmes and spending questibns such as: , .,3'
i\
e . Shoul,d 1nd1v1duahzed mﬁtructmn be mandated" ,

e~ “What source and 1eve1 of funding should be associated .
with individualized instruction?

o 'Considering the differences in various contextual settinge,

. can broad bdsed. guldelmes Which cut across these contexts

be develppedﬁ, and 1f so, what shouid they be?

\ ' - . If mandated, how could compliance with guidelinesl concern- ' -
‘ . \ 4 b -
. ' ‘ . ing individualization be monitored? RN ,
. s ' P - ”
¢ 4 ,bl : ' * 4 "o -

v ° L] -
{ M “Ta . .
, . " .o Va1
)
|
,

3
;
=
P

I

:.

i T .
me
J
1]




2, State Level Poliéy Makers

~

- - Staté level podrcy makers include state legislators, boards

of education ‘and educatronal agency program admrmstrators. These
1nd1v1duals are likely to have the same concerns‘a'S"th'e—fe'd'eral level - ‘

pohcy makers but from a state perspective. It is basically the

responsibility of the states to operatronahze Title I and other bdfegor-

ical programs-gurdelmes and monitor corr;ph&nce. In-addition, thew

develop gurdelmes and set spendmg levels for state- Operated compen~ A x

satory education programs, * !

c)
- To meet the concerns of State level policy makers, CRI has"

xr o
recommended-that the final report include specific sections whrch .

address policy qu estrons regarding State’ guldelmes, the operatlonah- :

zatron of Federal gu1de1mes and Stateﬁmomtormg/evaluatron/comphance -
such as: _ ' -

® . How can state compensatory education programs_

— compliment and enhance Federal programs? .-

; . - , . It
'

oA ° How can Federal guidelines be operationalried? ,
. 4 < . N
. S ° What seems to be the practical problems in monitoring
’ - individualized instructional programs?2 .. ’ } ,
! e - What demands can be placed on local districts.with respect
. s

to md1v1dua11z atron/standa rdization?
. ) - 5
' -3, District and School Level Pohcy Makers ’

Thrs group of policy makers lZn;lude local boards of

~education, local educational agency administrators (especially D18tr1ct

Compensatory. Educatron Directors) and schogl prmcrpals. These in- |

¢ . 4

dividuals are- hkely to be most concerned with 1mp1ementat10n/adopt1on

N

problems and prqocedures. . ‘ ‘ R

. 7

To meet theseconcerns, CRI has recommended that the final

report mclude a specrﬁc section which. addresses—adopfron/lmpte— .

mentatlon policy questions such as: ' B © co

y . N -




. What practical problems can the Districth'exp'ect ifi imple- ‘ .
. menting newly.recommended inst'ructional approaches? .
" What concerns will teacher/parents, students and other

commumty res1dents have ?

s
<

® . What level of fundlpg-ls required to adequately meet‘any ’

implementation demaiids ? .

, - g {
° Does it seem 11kely that the recommended instructional -
approaches will really mcrease compensatory educatmn i

students achievement?

B DISSEMINATION/UTILIZATION RECOMMENDATIONS '

1. . Analysis of the Problems . .

- The growing emphasis on accountability of social programs

has also affected the wa)} in which sociallresearcl\) itself is viewed. A
decade of reports and studies that i’lave_"sat on the shelf'" of.govenm_'nerlt
offices has led to the demand that Federally funded research reach the

largest.possible target audience.

1
v

CRI's recommenéations concerning d.issem_ination. and utilization
are Based orr several years experience a:%'a contractor responsible Both
;rfor.producing research reports that would be widely disseminated and T oa
‘utilized, an@d for developing systems and materials for dissemi_ﬁa‘tior'l )
to educators dround the'country CRIis thus part1cular1y sensitive to A

the problems of dissemination and ut111zat1on of knowledge in education.

3

'I'hese recommendatmns are emp1r1cally based on our experience with

. the problemé, as well as on "research and the knowledge gamed,from
conducting a conference for NIE in 1974 on increasing-the use of infor- . - .

n;lation aboué innovative or prormsmg educatmnal practices. .
. » ot AN .
3 4
The major reasons for-the lack of utilizatiqn of research studles

infclude:. ) ' ' TRI

N

P e
-
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° Ineffective, e.nd undifferentiated pres’entation of the .
o information such that po'te'ntial target audiences cannot
determine whether:the study .woul& be of interest and use

‘ ‘ to them.

. -~ N A B - . ) e ,‘.‘t‘ i
. ® Lack of mvolvement of cr1t1ca1 linking agents -- those
peop1e who serve as channels of information about

information for different potential target audiences.

. e ' Lack of an effective. nationwide dissemjnation "system' in
3 - education, pértic‘ularly for educational policy makers and
, ' . program managers.

\

-~
-

The first reason leads to recommendations as to how the *
‘contractor should be requ1red to develop and orgamze ‘the final report;
the second and third lead to actlons that NIE should take to fac111tate

dlssemmatlon and utilization,

-

« 2.. Presentation and Organization of the Final Report

[ Y]

In the preceding section, the various policy makers were’
1dent1f1ed whom CRI believes w111 have a substantial interest in and use
for the mformatmn from the study. CRI would recommend that the
contractor be requ1red to write specific chapters' in the findings and
re_commendation§ - volumes which can be pulled out as separate
docum%nts for wider dissemination. The most effective format for

comrhumcatlon with policy makers would be to have a section or

. chapter, specifically titled "Eor Federal Educatlon Policy Makers''.

The findings and recommendatlons should be in a questlon and answer
-format such as '""What are the costs associated with effectlve individ-
“ualized” instruction programs 2! It is critical to ask the contractor to
develop doc'ﬁ lents ,that specifically address the various target audiences.
NIE should not assume that ‘the general executive summary volume will
[in itself commun1pate~.d1rect1y to the different types of concerns, or

+that "sor‘hehow", after the report is completed, some of NIE staff will

have e1ther the time or the ability to develop these materials, The .

-
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i . A ‘ . . , . . ] + .
E requirement that the contractor develop effective, differentiated .
’ 5

materials for reaching a broad and differentiated target audience, has

S
not been\ a~common practice in Federal coqtractlng, it is well within

17

the capability. of the contractor, and would further serve,vto ensure

that the analysis itself address a variéty of policy 1ssues and questions. .

. The execut1ve’ summary itself we see as pr1mar11y a document
T "“"“I‘“r‘N‘IE‘and‘COﬁgT'ES'E addressing their concerris and present1ng an’
overall view of the work done. As such it would nof contain extensive
technical d1scuss10n of the data from the different perspectlves of

State and local program planners, educational researchers, etc.. t

: B B Involvement of Linking Agents

C)ne major mistake, made over and over again by those

1)

responsible for information dissemination, has been to focus all of
their attention on the wr1tten document, ignoring the need for person-
to-person contact. Research on informat;on uti'lization, whether the '
user is a highly trained researcher, or a local superintendent of
schools, has shown “that people still rely on word-of-mouth recom-

' mendatiohs (Rogers, 1962; Glaser and Taylor, 1969; Shuy, 1973).

A

- The same research shows\th'at to thls pomt, formal information ,
[N b |
retrieval systems are used least often in arriving at solutions to -

.

pressing problems (Garvey and Gr1ff1th 1967).

' Part of an effectlve d1ssem1natlon strategy, therefore, is to .

" -
identify key resource persons and the channels of communication they £,
influence.. These resource persons can hecome key figures in making

e
others aware of the report and its contents. Fer example, USOE

——te B

rd

Title I administrators for the various, reglons are key personal” -
contacts for state 'I‘,ltle I persontel. Super1ntendents, as reported by ) )

/ .. .
Shuy, identify with professional journals such as Phi Delta Kappan, .

and the publications of the AASA. The editors of these pu'bhcatlons,

who are also involved in yearly conventlons and- assoc1atlon meetlngs,

H

and have thus established personal contacts, become key 11nk1ng agents

for reaching the large target audience of school supe,rmtendents~and v




i

!

their staff; So too, do the Title I 'adm.ig‘istrators at each state. NIE

would need to map out the key md1v1duals once their interest in the

report is raised and they could become effective channels of communi-

. '

cation to others,

The most effective way to blegin inv'c;lving members of the key .
target’ audaenees would be through workshops, possibly held for Federal
and State Title I admlm, strators, and other national educator-communi-
cators concerned with 1mprdvmg educatmnal practlces. The medium

of a workshop is one of the most effective and least expensive ways

to initiate dissemination-of information. N -

4.. Dissemination Systems

R 4

. As noted earlier, the field of education is so vast, and | % -
diverse, that no single dissemination system has yet been established ~
to which oné’can turn and be assured that a given stu,dy or report will

be dlssemmated to pot,entlal users. S o .

Fortunately, NLE'.»S Di\/:isib_? of Dissemination and Resources, has ,
been involved in éponsoring adiverse group of local, state, and
regional information centers and services, in addition to the ERIC -
system, lq!nhke ERIC these centers have developed strong personal

networks ;for dlssemmatmg mformatmn, and together, they reach an

" increasing number of educators and program planners at state and

local levels, Be«cause the$e systems aﬁ% centers are very user-

oriented and respons1ve, they are actWelyﬁvol\ved in seeking out
information and materlals to meet user needs, and* ;many transfer
tecl"lmcaI ’reports mtp more m1t1a1Ly,usefu1 summarles. CRI utilized
several,of these centers as sou rces of information on individualized
instruction for this contract, and believes that most of the centers “ .
already are prov1dmg substantial mformatlon on 1nd1v1duahzed R
mstructmn. The fmal feport could be disseminated by such denters

and services without further effort on NIE's part, if it were made -

»
- - . -

available to them,

< i '
N
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"+ The follos;r'ing Exhibit V-1 lists some' of the State Deﬁartmeﬁts
of Education whicH are most active in d1ssemmat1ng mformatlon on
educational practices, and Exhibit V-2 lists a selected group of
information centers serymg local, State, and‘ r,egmnal/natmnal areas.
A more complete and up-to-date list could be obtained from staff of

NIE'"s .Ofgce of Dissemipetion and Resources,
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o E Exhibit V-1

. ->

. Selected State Educati{)n Agencies Involved in«Dissemination .
T ; -

]

\a LT N «

. . . w—-—-“,:— - -

Coordinator, Educational Bureau “of ’I'echnlcal Assistance
Programs & Studies In- , - Rhode Istand Department of /

. formation Services - ’ Education . .

State Departmént of Education: . 25 Hayes Street -

Albany New Yo'rtk; 12224 -Providence, Rhode Island 02908 *X :

A

D1v1srorr of Dlssemlnatlon o Arizona Department of Education
Texas Education Agency <1535 West Jefferson , .- .
. Austln, Texas 78701 ©o . Phoenix, Arizona P -

" ‘v? ‘»
. B 3 ' ‘ . o '
Officeiof Plannlng & &‘ ® Educatioh Information Center f.

. “Disseémination Rhode Isgand Departmeq,t“of !
South.Carolina State,Office + Education » '

Building,  Rm, 1208 25 Hayes Street
Columbla, South Carolina 29201 Prov1de.nee, Rhode Island 02908

V

Educatlonal Consultant - South Carolina State Department i
Division of Development of Education = - ' )
State Department of Educatlon ' Rutledge State Office Blvd.,, Rm. 1203
Ralelgh North Carohna 27602 Columbia, South Carollna 29201 -

Y]
1Kansas~fState Department of . Director of Dissemination .

pER o

~Edlication” - * State' Department of ) .
120 East 10th Street« ’ Education, ] v §
Topeka, Kansas 66612 . B01se, Idaha 83706 . - "

Coordinator, Title'Ill ESEA . Florlda State Dep\t of Educatlon

State Department of ‘Education - Knott Buildingt .

Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 - 'I’allahassee, E‘lorlda 32304

Iowa State Department of . Kansas State Department of o
Public'Instruction- : ) Education | . _ .

Grimes Office Building 120 East 10th °treet S .
es Moines; Jlowa 50319 Topeka, Kansas 66612 I

. . 4 .;& ". . . te

Elxperlmental & Demonstratlon Southwestern Educatlo\*\
Centers Program ‘Develofment Center

State Department of Educatlon 1552 West 200 North

.

Lansmg Michigan 48902 ’Cedar €ity, Utah 84401 B

, a
Office of Program Development Dlvxslon of Development
‘State Department of Education éState Department of Education
‘Trenton, New Jersey 08625 Piblic Instruction Department

Ralexgh North Carohna 27602 " .

. <
0
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- Ve . * Exhlblt V 2 )
s ég,lected Infoi‘mation Centers o ,
. e
San Mateo County Educational " Executive Director, Social Science *.
Resource Center (SMERC), Education Gonsortmm, Inc.
333 Main Street 855 Broadway . .
WRedwood City, California 94063 " Boulder, Colorado 80302
Dn‘ector . ) L. Director, Educational Resource Centér
* Instructional Materials Program Area Cooperative Educational Servmes
California Polytechmc State ' 800 Dixwell Avenue
Unijversity ¢ North Haver;, Connecticut 06511

" San Luijs Obispo, Cah‘fe{ma 93401
D1rector Information Seryices .~ -

ERIC Center for Sélence, . Mer,rrmack Educatiéon Center

Mathematics & Environmental 101 M1}l Road

Education , Chelmsford, Massachusetts 01824
The Ohio State University e . '
1800 Cannon. Drive " Research and Information Services
400 Lincoln Tower o *" for Education . ‘
Coiumbus, Ohio 43210 «.” 198 Allendale Road .

- . - Y King of Prussia, Pennsylvama 19406
Director, Educational Products )

Information Exchange (EPIE) Director, Board of,Cooperative -
463 West Street .. ‘Services v '
New York, New York 10014 - 830 Soiath Lincdln

. A Longmont, Colorado 80501 -
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APPENDIX A. STUDENT NON-COGNITIVE INSTRUMENTS . .
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B . SCHOOL ATTITUDE SURVEY '°
P ) ) ‘ .~ Harold F. Burks, Ph.D. ~ v ' |
: , .. " FEELINGS | HAVE ABOUT SCHOOL ‘ L
] . ’ N . - Is 3
My Name - : - Age
.- First ) . . Last o
Grade ‘ Teacher _ =" - § Date

M > . [ . A Y o .
... Do_some. things. in- school bother you? Your teacher would like to know what they are. Maybe these things can
be changed so they U6 not upset-you. se-much.-Put ap X in the box which best describes your feelings Thg X's

¢

) might'-‘b;é-"éa‘sjgi jg_*seeji*f;%gu:’_d'se a colored pencil~. «+ .
e s Bt T D L L TTABOUT THESTHINGS WE LEARN,
o1 About: My Sctiodh Work. .- ; | |
-— e O ':.::;::? - ’D o qu-—‘i w:.=g”°?@—. D ’ D
. F AHIAKT @i doing atl right. : Sometimes | worry because | Oftéen | worry because | am not
e e e TR e A s e -8 NOT doOing very well. | doing very well.
SR i ke TR .-: .'.;;'.-:::;;’ b el s ' - ' ' . fv‘ﬂ
~ 2. "Apout'Grades ind Marks. . ’ i RN A
&&&&&&&& 97 e D_ waem"\ D . - . [y D *
! don‘t worry about grades and Sometimes | worry about grades Often | wo?ry\about grades and
marks. . and marks. - . marks. .
/3. About Things | Am Supposed To Dp in the Classroom
2 (8] . ] N O
4 -usually know what | am ., Sometimes | am not sure what | ~ Often | am not sure what | am
- ‘'supposed tq do. * . “am supposed to do. ) supposed to do. .
- 4. About Reading . . - .
) g ] , .
“A (" - D ] ’ 4 . D y ,
" | think | am a good reader. " Scmetimes | worry that | am Often | worry that | am not a
oo ~ not a~good reader. . good reader.
, 5. About the Things | Read in School | £ . 4 :
o '~ N fﬂ § ’ t‘i.' ‘s O
The things | read are interesting. “ The things | tead q‘rg alittlebit =~ The ihings I read are not
- . interesting. 3 s ¢ interesting. )
i , ‘. A+ ,.. . ) g‘
6. Aboyt Spefling § ) joo TR
~ - 0 » 8 N ' ? 0 f' i : o .
. Spelting is no problém to me. *~ Sometime$ 1  worry "about . Often | worry about spelling.
- i p oo ! spelling. ! i S ‘
.f [} ’ s ) : q
. ' ! ' b
7. About Writing;% é % Lo % .o S .
- h LY L R
g Oy 9 i& - a . 5 - o
" * Writing is no problem to ime. ff$orbetifnesjl worry about my _ Oftén | worry about my
1 ' 4 8 2 writing:j » ;oo s\ .., vihiting. : T
o Y 7 A A P L
v ) Dy S » . ‘. . b !
0 )K 0 v ot 0. 8 4 ‘ A:"-'Z& "g \ I ‘)'( }
g : 7 . 2 ] {; 20 3 .
' S ~ s, ‘ .
o~ X YRR |5 } o
, E lC j ™. L ° 1 62 oA T e 00 B
[Arut o rovsaay enc . e | 4 9 LU \ » -
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8 About Arithmetic >

. D - v D . 3
Arithmetic is no problem to me. Sometimes 1 worry about ¢ Often | worry about arithmetic.
. arithmetic. : , '

9. About Playing Ball - ~
o o 7. o
Playjng ball is no problem to " Sometimes | worry about Often 'I worry about playing
,me. g playing ball. . ball. -
, .
10. About How | Feel When | Play Games -
i . o ‘ a i . a
I enjoy playing games. Sometimes | get nervous playmg Often | get nervous playing
- games. \ .games.
- " '
+ 11. About Rules for Playing Games )
( .
a a a ;
| understand the rules for Sometimes | don’t understand Often | don’t understand the
playing games. the rules for playing games. rules for playing games.
12. About Choosing Sides for a Game ) A
. o . 0. ) o
| don’ tworry about being chosen Sometimes | worry because | . Often | worry because I am
am not chosen first. chosen Iast

.
-

-

last.

13. About the Things We Study at School -

- ! D

b

a

a

~ -1 like the thmgs we do at

school.

14, About Being In School -

Sometimes"| am.not-interested _
in the thmgs we do at school.

’
{

Often | am not interested in the
things we do at school

C s a

. a ¢ a .
Most of the time | like being i in Sometimes { wish I was out of . Often 1 wish -1 was out of
school. ' . school. % ~  school. . Lo
_ ABOUT THE TEACHER AND ME - I Ly 2 -
15. About the Teacher Helping.Me _, BTk , \
a a P . o L

-

The teacher hélps me ehough.

16. About the Teacher Callmg On Me for Answers

o

Sometiries | wish the teacher .

would help me more.

a .

Often | wish the teacher would
help me more:

»

g

The teacher calls on me as much
as | want her to.

17. About Things That Bother' Me |

a

o

. Sometimes | think the teacher

calls on me too much or Rot
enough;,

~ * (
* r

a ) .

* Often | think the teacher calls

on me too much or not enough.

.
‘e

7 g

| can talk to the teacher as much

as | want to about things that ’

bother me.

Q

Sometimes | wish | could talk -

to the teacher about things that
bother me._ . .
A-2b :

‘ L4 »

| 1"'8'«;3 '

N me “ I.

Often | wish | couldtalk to the
teacher about things that bother

~




. . i Vo
18." About Important J‘oL in the

Classroom

‘g

~ '

\

a

l h?ve enough rmportant ;obs to
do K C

19 About Helping Other Chlldren

Q.

Sometimes | wish | had more
important jobs to dd. .

no.

-~

. a

.

Often | wish | kad more,
.important jobs to do.

£

~
RN

-

The teacher lets me help children

”

Sometimes | wish the teacher .

would let me help chlldren

’

(.

"Often. | wish the teacher would
-let me_help children.

“

' ABOUT THE. OTHER CHILDREN AND ME

f
i as much as | want to. ,

ZD About Chlldren in the Classroom Bothermg Me . .
a a O .
wd S— —
The children don’t bother me Sometimes the children bother The childtert- bother me a lot.
. much. . me. . i
- ‘. ' ) [ i e V A,
21. Aboiit Making Friends at School i » ’ ”
0 oo ) a .
' Sometimes | wish | knew some Ofter | wish i knew some good

I @'\3 how to make friends. ‘\

~ 22. About How the Children [Think | Do Things

good ways to make friends.

>

ways to make friends.

A

cocce g

v

4 .
3 A
i

Al

-
SRR L

A-2¢

164 -

o
oty

) e

. o Y
! a . | T { y a
The children thmk | do thlr\gs Sometimes | think the children ®ften } thmk the chlldren dont
- well. % % don’t think’ l do things well . thmk l do things well.
N , . ”\
23. About Bemg a Leader in the Classsoom -~ . < . I
, O o e a -
. am often a-|eader, Sometimes | think | need to be .Often 1 think [ need.to be more .
St s merg of a leader. of a Ieader
24. About Sharing Things in the Classroom : . ; ,
) - m] ol , o . R !
| share enough with the other °;. ‘Sometimes, | wish | could share ,. Often | wish { could share more
. children;, " s ~more with other chcldren with other chuldren |
3 25. Ahout Talkmg with the Other Chlldren y , C ,
.o L = : o :
| get, to alk enough with the other Sometimes | wish | could talk Often | wish | could talk more
\chlldren . more. with the other children., with the other chitdren.
26. About My Problems . . S . tLn ’.«’;: o
N - .0 ‘ ¢ e H co DA . -;{’. , .~ D: ,
1 The children seem. to " .  Sometimes | think the chu’dren X Often f think the children don‘t .
understand my problems. | - don’t understand my p'oblems . understand my problems.
27. About Saying What . Think ° ‘ ‘ -
js a - a ‘
, | can say what | think to other Sometimes. | can't say what | Often | can‘t say ‘what | think
, Children. . tfm)k' 1o other children.’ to other children.

\

-




.1 i . " L4

: i CoN - . co.
R .. i/ ABOUT ME AND MY cuxssnoom I -
28. About How Close We sit Together ' . T
ANy . - .o ! .. > @8 : :
We srt,thertght drstahcj'rom * Sometimes | thjnk we sit too Often I think.we sit too clase
//Each pther ip:the room .o “* . close or too far apart. or too f,ar apart
9" : 29’ About Our Chalr; in the Classtoom v : -,
< a g . . a . . -0 '
Our chairs are easy' to sit in. Sometimes 1 think our chairs Often | think our! chairs are
Toe . . are'hard to sit in. = bard to sit in. |

2 -

30. About the Noise in the Classroom

0 0 ’ o . a. ¢
4 >
« The noise does not bother me. Sometimes the nbisé bothers Often the noise bothers me.
o ! me. , - . N
"o ) . , @ ¢
3% \Aﬁbﬂt the Blackboards : ., . . . ) e
' O . - m] . . m]
It is easy to see what is on°the . Sometimes it is hard to see . Often it is hard to see what is
blackboards. what is on the blackboardS™ - . on the blackboards.
32. About Where You Can Be Alone in the Classroom _ I
. O . u] o o
- If 1 want to there rs a place to Sometimes | wish there was a Often | wish there was a place -
", be alone. - ‘place to be alone. .« ' tobe alone. .
. ,33. About Being Hungry at.School " . T
R Y ‘ 0 , : D
| usually feel as rf | had enough Sometimes | feel hungry.. ' . * Often I-feel hungry.
to eat. » . , : . _ Tl .
34 About the Lry'tt in the Classroom ' ) L . s
. ©o-. . o ‘ : S
The light in the room does not Sometimes ‘the light bothers my Often the light bothers my eyes
bother me. . , eyes in the room, in the room. )
% 35..About Being Tired at School . . ' A N
A a . - o ") . ' I = |
I don’t seem to get tlred at Sornetimes | get tired at sclool. Often | get tired at school.
school ) \ ’ . ' . . .
7’36. About }*fearing What the Teééher Sa.ys . _ . . ‘ ’ !
: i o, ' * - u] : . u]
1 can hear what the teaches ° Sometimes | have trouble Often | have trouble hearing
gays. hearing what , tie teacher says. what the teacher says. - *

B — =

¢

You _might like to-go backamw and circle the numbers of the thmgs that bother you the VER‘Y MOST.~

LN
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s ' LOCUS OF. CONTROL MEASURE FOR STUDENTS
| <. ) o developed by
. Conigmporary Research Incorporated
~ INSTRUCTIONS: Each student will have an answer sheet which will . _
allow him to mark eithér "a" or "b" for each item by placing an X in-
the appropriate box, Clearly state the number of the item you are
_abdut to.read and then read each item twice. Be sure that the students
know which choice'is ""a" and which is "b'" gnd that all have marked -

théir responses before going on to the next item. An item may be’ )
repeated more than twice if necessary. . T
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1. When new school work is easy for ypu to understand, it ¥s because
. a. you are smart enough to understand it ’
b. the teacher is doing a good job of explammg it
T2, When you do well on a school test, it is because. R
”~ - ! .
: . as the test is easy . oL ‘ : - )
- b, }zou work hard g
3, _ If someone thmks you don't do good work at school, it is because
Y. a. you don't do good work o . ) , . :
b. he doesn' t understand what ;rpu are doi’pé )
4, When you get the right answers to math problems, it.is because
a. you are learning how to do math . C
_ b. the problems are easy . . B ’
. . ‘ .
5. When you have a hard time undegstanding your 'school work, 1t ‘
is because . . . . -
a. the lesson is very difficult . S : ,
. . P - A N
b. '+ .you aren't smart enough . S )
6. If you don"t"do well on a school test, it is /gecauser " -
“« * - . .
. a, you didn't care about the test et e
b, - the test didn't make much sense., . " = - , .
7. If you do better than usual or} your school work,'ﬁﬁis because ..
. a.’ youtry harder . oo~ L
. b, the work was gasier thén usual .
If somethlng is easy to 1earn at”s*‘c”:hool, it is because .,
—— . a s
';) . . . ] . , N et
N B it = B - B - :M . ) 9
9.. Su uppose sémeone thmks you don t do good work at school ” -
w ’ a. you can make h1m change h1s mihd if you want to . s
- A b. some people will think you don't domgood wofrk no i
. matter what you do

4 A.3p
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S N 1/ N When you do a good 3qb of readmg, itis because . L
_; —. o X * , R . . - "~ T 5. ’ . e .
by e e DT coah - _you az;e gettmg better ‘at readmg <L 8 R S \
R - the book was really easy to regd R
ECa Tl . v s s “ » Loe . S
. . [} LI L . ‘ e :
11, If you don't do Very. well on a'sc'hopl,t,est, it is because « -, oo
- \ 3 s E - s . 4
R ; .~ - P | : R - . \
L - P you aren 't very'srnart . ] e - ' T n
5. - s ‘ . : . ’ '
S C,7 be you wege §ust unlucky . - T T
LIRS 3 . , ‘ . ‘a
. 12, It someone tells you that _you ate dumb, it-is- because S - )
el . - . . ! % -~ " . . : -, e
. a, ~ heis rnad at you = . T, - )
o, - b. Ayou d1d somethmg dumb S L " . DN
- - @ ] \ - ° ‘
13, If yo.u d1d-worse than usgual on something at school, it was because -,
6. a. the work is gett1ng‘harder v ‘ R / -
R | h.; . you were ‘having-a bad day - ) . - S '
> ’ - 14, Ifa teacher tells you'that“you"did fine wg\rk, ‘it js, because P
. a. tea.chers usually say that to encourage pup1ls
; b, ‘you really did do good work R T ‘ .
. 15. When«you do well on a SChool test, it is because’ Ll
) . a. you really knew the answers , - . ‘
DR . b, .(you were lucky B ' L,
» oot . - . . :
2 oo oo L o )
.+ - 16, If you did Wworse than usualy at school, it was because . .-
* . s . - : * :: v ,l ! .
a. , you didn't try hard enough \ * : :
B. .. .you weren't lucky - o - ' ' R -
- o - . 5 L
. 17. 1f youare chosen by othef kids in your class to be on a team . . ,
, . of some sort, it“is because L
. ' o, . . T '.. . I
a. you are a good player g . e i 7
- be. they hke you T I . *
18, When new school work is ver‘y hard tp understand it is hecause )
d a. _ the teacher isn't. -giving you enough help te A
' T b. you don't know enough to unde rstand the newzwork e
’ . ' € * - ’ ) <
i ' . v - « ’ - !
: - ‘, v PR A 3¢ - ¢ - - * '
. . : . . ] . L
o - s o . y . ’ R .
. 4 Y. . ‘
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- I.QCUS OF CONTBQ.L IN—VE’\ITORY FOR.TEACHERS (REA DINC) ) :
T mﬁ*& -developed by - . ~
. Contemporary Research Incorpo}ated ) N !
] i ~ . u';’ v . . :
INSTRUC’I‘IONS: Y «tf.' Q

- Teachers explain their students pe rforma.nce in a varlety of ways,
The follow;ng list contams some factors often mentioned .as important

zﬁ in determining student success or failure in learning t6 read. For each
item below, indicate the extent to which ydu believe each factor is
related to student performance. The first list concerns student success,
the second list concerns student failure. - ¢ .

.. . T ) [ o
’ » b H . ¢ —t »
How strongly do you believe each of the: . 2 : '§
~ factors listéd below are .related to success ’5‘0’3 ‘&8 :3-3 o
. in leatning td read well.g, : §§ 9 E ) SE o ‘
s g ho 0 o, d 0 o .
, _ . . . e pae |Me | P
: "-Scoring * P / -
Y e ‘. T i ® !
. . {a). a. The studdnt works carefully. ’
e (t) , b. The teacher.s creative. . . - R g B
I {s), «c The student likes the material. !
J.’ ’j-\q (tf r. d.’ The teacher likes the student ’ .
(s) e The student has, developed good B _— . . )
: ' study hab1ts. R
. (s) “f. Th_eqstudent.m alert when 1 . _ ] ~ .
) ) instrictions are givef. " S G ;
. . . ‘ : @ .
(t) g. 1 The teacher is able-to indivi-
, dualjze instruction. :
L)
’ (sy "R. The student has good academic
. ' abilitya ’ . o T
i - - 7 ¢ ' . ‘ ' '
: () i. The teacher communicates ‘well - * ) -
o with her students, ° J =
(s) ° ‘j. " The student ‘asks for help when
A . he need‘s it' * , ’
(t) k. , The teacher gives a lot of timp‘ ]
'to each student ,
: : v ' ‘
s . *(S) = Student : . ‘ -
. T =T h .
\ tT) = Teacher Scoring:  (3) (2 (1)  (0)
. ‘J <« - , )
», ' ‘ B-la N
. . . .
w . 170 .
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Scoring
(s)_ 1.
(‘t) m.
[sl) n.
o) o
(ty p.

ae
-

The student is motivated , o

to learn. -

-
.

-

Previous teachers prepared

the student well for his
present classwork.,, -

’

"

.

The student has a long attention

span,

The teacher is very patient.

.

The teacher allows the student

to work at his own pace.

Scoring:

Koy T
() o
2y | B | L | S
-t
WO |'wo | ™o [ d
2—-4 oK H.Lu ~
809 .9 8 o ol
o (Zx [ e | D
R
4
© ¥
(3) (2) (1) (0)
b J
4
’ .
r-2 [




How strongly do you believe gach of

. SO

-

the factors listed below are related

- to failure to learn to read well.”

(s) a.
(t) *b.-
(s) -«
(s) d.
) e

* D(t) f

(s) g.
(s) h.
NI
(s) j.
(t) k.
(s) L.
t) m,
(t) n, '

The student's-‘lacgk of
confidence in himself,

Lack of teacher time in
preparing a lesson.. -

The student doesn't care
about learning. *

The socioeconomic’
background of the student.-

Teacher's lack of ability to
communicate with students.

!@e teacher has a negative
attitude toward the student.

The student doesn't listen -
well to the teacher,

The student is not able to
keep up with the rest ofithe
class,

The teacher doesn't moti-,
vation the student to wan
to learn.

The student doesn't llke the
teacher. :

The teacher doesn't give | .
enough time to each student.

The student is careless in
his work.

P 4

The teacher does not attend
to individual student needs;

The teacher's instructions
are inclear., =+

&
i
-~

Scoring:

L ' P B
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(8}): 0. The student
%

i oL ' much acadi

-~ -

. ’ A N - N Thé.teaci’zg
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l'am theu students perfof‘mance ina varzety of ways

fl"e/a c‘he?s exp

= det;n belowz mamate the extent to whxch you behevel eac¢h factor® is.

(MATH)
22, developed by e :
Contemponary Research Incorporated - :

‘Ifhe ﬁoilo.vymg hst contams aome factors oft\en mentmned as 1mportant
Jn aetermmmg $tudent success or failure in 1earmng math, Fpr each’.

\
s
*

re’[ated to student -performance, The. first. ligt concerns student success, )

.~the Becond hst concerp -5 tudent fa11ure.- RS : T \
(/ o 3 M ) . . . - ;. - >‘ R ' 5 " \.
2 - Ol e ¢
‘stront!ly ddHou’ beheve each of ‘the S DTS - B T a. ‘
,faotors ).istec’i beiow are ~re1ated ta siccess . ’-5‘0’8 .‘g‘.ﬁ . 3'8 8 . ‘
in lea:mng mat“h well ST 0T o 188 Low fegdnfe
AN TP 5 i SRR Q Taw g 7
5 Do A -, e Tl (Ed (ed [D -
‘ ’ ) . s 1 N PR O
The student works carefully B ST -
.:‘:The teacher is creative, : U L o
. :(s) -e. . 'The student likes the material.-” - . .
¥ - L PLE ’ ’ . B
l' M. (t), d. -The teacher likes the student o R
; és) . e, The student'has developed good . v ’ » /
R study hab1ts. X ) .0
. (s) ¥ The student is.alert when - ’ ) )
; . 4instructions are given. - - ('/
2 ‘e r - ) ‘ - ! Y »
o (t) g..” The teacher {is able to indivi- R 0“ ST
‘ dyalize instruction. X > -
{s) h. The student has good academic - : . '
-, ' - aBility. :
T oo () ' i..l The teacher communicates we11 : o
- '".° - with her students, '
| .7 (8) j. -The student asks for help when =~ : . . |
: e - he needs dt.. . , , , T ! ;
l o -(t) k. The teacher gives a lot of t1me T : . ,
- . to each student :
I A - T " Scoring: (3) 2) - () (0)
: . C . , . & .
I , L _ g ’ . ;
" - PR ¢ ' . " ' B"'le |
L L ) Cy , ' .
. £ T | | 174 | |
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" Strongly
Related
Moderatel
Related
Rarely -
Related -

[ Unrela E

. Scoring- ) ’ . » )
—_— “ N

5

-
*

»
N

(s) - 1. The student js motivated - .| - . IR
. _:-‘(' -to :Le?.rh; . N ook \ . ’
\

(t); ' rm -Previous teachers prepare'd PO . '\
N . the;student well for his. , - i 1 . . -
+ -: " present classwork,’ . . . . . |x \ .

< N
- - . . v
/]

‘\(s&) “n; The student has a long a‘t-tention oo " ‘.
' i . span. T i . )

~ . - - -~
.

- (e) - 0. " The teacher is very pé.tient. ’ .

© (t) _'_p. ' The teacheg gllows the student y
g to work at his-own pace. - . -

M
< R .
. . -
. .
- .
. . Scoring: (3) 2) - 1 0) =
N ‘ -~ )
s [ W 4 . * - . f'
. . » f -
. . .
. - . . .
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i How strongly dg you believe each of o g. o] @ .
.. _ the factors lisffed below are rélated } | |86 |59 F=8 -
‘ to failure to learn math well. ; £3 125 o8 [
o Jod |2 (e |D N
{ Scori . Y
Lo hts v gt s e 0 s SIS s oy e S Ssvaall Y ' . ;
. (s)” a. The student's lack of . -&‘
o omrten e arecns oo < COREdeRcE fo bimsellT i 17 B : ' %
() b. Lack of teacher time in ; b . :
g o ~ Rwpreparing @ dewsom.s oo g V] al .
A s . s % P N ——
“ * > . (s) c. The student.doesn't care 2 '9 ® iy
o0 about I'éarning, - @R, !
> (s) 'I‘he sotmeconorhmu- o \,—{ ol R = .
- ) ‘background of tie student' W AT B
wa Gt -'_,- I ] ‘.::: 1‘ 3" ;
(t) - Teacler's lack of ab111ty t? i 'l SRS IR IS Y
-0 - , commumcate W1thAstud,eﬁnts. ~te f ;z;' 1 PR T O ]
°0n ugf e ——
.. ¥ s ._'“‘ 0 AN (Y} [yf;’.f'.'
(q:) f. The teacher has a negatwe SRR CXPRRNNE IPULTEN ORI T
o ° v - ] '
- attitude toward the studentv . e 4, ’ : B{ I R
A S o ..-\M R . \ ;. e < . - { 'R B
= oimee ores TSI S e YRS R Ok
=8 "(s§ ,g; ~The Student doesn't listen (AR RS (X 2 o
. “well'to the teacher.” w SO = .
\ . R N r?"’\ -@m.‘ -.'.”4’- ety \r, —i‘% r‘f#_- v-" "‘\gh '.;9 - (;x,)i o' :
LT TIRE ‘.3(64 ,,‘ - The.: st'udent is not abIe tp’ j} e ‘f‘f“"f"’“‘ =
T ~keep dpgwwh the rest oi,the =3 ; e Y L
Class "«" Ll . 7 ',\‘\ o Nl J ‘ “;:?ﬁ . -
) j?.‘ . . - s i = 5 :
- ' L e . ¢ - ‘
~ (t) . i. The teacher doesh't mobi- . :
) 1, vation the student to want
: ’ to learn, . . i :
7 1 hd
.o (s) j. .The student doesn t 11ke the ' ’ ‘
] teacher. : \ ,
() k. The tedcher doesn't give ~ '
. enough time to each student, . '
N N ° ® . —_—
(s) l. The student {$ careless in q
" his work. ‘ ; )
: L . N N L
' L (t) m. The teacher does not attend ~
. ‘ to individual.-student needs.- N
(t) n. The t&acher's mstructlons, ) )
! are inclear, ] i
i Scoring: (3) © (2) ¢ (1) {(0)>
» - B lg
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Scoring ! 2 4
Lcoring -

. ) . _,.. a ’ ..‘ . : o '
(s) 0. . The student doesn't have
’ much academic ability, . ‘ '
R . . {
(t) p. The teacher is not very - s ’ '
. ( créative, f ' ‘
' . . Scoring:  (3) ) (1) (0) -
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Classroom Summary Infprrﬁatiop

3 2\
, ) FOR NCS
r .o . N a USE ONLY
7 AN . ) B COEEO
T Nt 0000
R ‘ N ‘ eleletele)
4 - \ - elolele e
A ,‘_ -..’ s ) P @@@@@;
e . T °3 elejolele)
v \ ’ i & . o . . . v ) . K @ @ @ @ @ %
DIRECT!QNQ. Make sure ‘that ali of the identifying information has béen entered on the Classrpom Summary PO000
1nformation form prior to ygur obsarvation of physical environment. Do not make any stray marks outside the :
béxes providad in pla€es where written information 1s required. Make sure you code the classroom symmary :
information form booklet fdentification Number in the d. D. gn_c'! ?i all pcfoklcu'uud in the observation.
s B . <] oBSERVER]. TODAYS DATE S St I - MY - =
. ATEAC_HE.R NUMBER Grade &J,UMBEE wo Joav| vh. NUMBER. . .7
i .. . . B ’ y '
OPPROOO® 2 ® @O @OeER® @O0
j ojolojololololol L'© {0000 (D(D@(D@ (0J0]0]0)
elolelelelelololl @. elelele) ole) ole) 6le) PEEG ,
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! o + Classroom Summary Information (Cont.) (
. ? s - ‘
3 Teacher + , & - " { Aj]|B | . <
) . s TF C 2D
. Schoo) . ! - A, Numberept ’
. o, ) i @O} |©0©].* . chifdren enrolled
B e — || |0o0| oo Ce,
- - . P@0] 100 : . -
» Obferver - e 0! .|G® @] B..Number of children kg (
. o . ) - @O |IO® presant today. | ?
. ~ o a o 1| |@0f{®e i -
: LS e NS T @®| |6 /0 ' f
* GLASSROOM SUMMARY INFORMATION 3 ‘ ob| |@aa] e ) ..
R CoLe 06| |e® .o
’ '@(D@@q) Number of teachars that regularly work - v |00 [0 o -
K © <« I, inthe clagsroom. ~ v . . »
- 2 @QO@® @ Numbe of aides that regujarly work in . -~ . , j
: the classrdom.” | . L e ' v, ) fo e,y
7 @@@@@Numhr of vaiﬁrafeeu/{visitou present togi"ay.‘ ’ . ‘Tc'},tal Class D'uuti'or; a0 . .
s 3 Lo~ ' K N . .
. ' o R . O ,2% haurs — . ) ..
- At " v . o ". O3 " hours ' , :
. o » O 3% hours - . \ N
’ “O4 hours R i ,
' - " O 4% hours s
. o . O5 hours a ’ ’
ae v O 5% hours © i ‘
: . 06 hours . .
R o, / * 1" @ 8% hours ’ ) o
; . / . Q7 or more,boirs . .
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B . : Physical Efvironment Information - . :
, - : (Mark all that apply.) . R
# - ’ -
. R . - «Seating Patterns:
- OMoiable tables and chairs for seating
. . purposes. . ' N ‘
For'each of the items below mark ali Ostationary desks m rovss. “
that ‘apply: OAssugned seating for at lesst part of "
. , : ) the day. . -
@  Present ' , ' OcChddren select their own seating - * . ~ .
'‘®  Used today ) locations, ’ . -
o ) ) ' h , OTeacher assigns children to groups . .- »
L P ' v OChlIdren select théir own work groups, - -
N £ - . . - '
- ' N —r e
1 - ] i -——- ar—— [— ~ o s - Ty,
. QAMESTOYSPLAYEQUWMENT . . . ’ . €
@@small toys (trucks, cars dolis and T R
accessorjes ¢ .
) @ puzzles, games ) ~ . N \
.- .® @ wheet toys ’ . '
Q@ @small play equipment (jumpropes, ﬁnlls) N s
O @1arge play equipment (swings, Jungle gym) :
@ @ childreri's storybooks ) .
. | @ @animals, other nature objects C K . ]
. ® @ sandbox, water table -
Q@ @ carpentry materials, large blocks < .
@ @ cdoking and sewing supplies ) . g -
INSTRUCTTONAL MATERIALS -,
.’ ® @ Montessori; other’ educational toys ) ,
@ @ children’s texts, warkbooks , . t - . .
O math/science equipment, concrete objecty S - . .
. @@msguctlonal charts L. . '
3 AUDIO, VISUAL EQUIPMENT ) Lo, -
@@televmon , ’ . ) - ™~ o
@ @vécord or tape player -~ L X
® @ audio-visual equipment i~ 3
y S N s T : T
. ] cENERAL £QuIPMENT, MATERIALS ) . A

@ @dNildren's own products om display
@@displays reflectlng children’s ethnicity- ‘ )
® other‘dlsplays espec:ally’for chlldren oL
@ @'magazines CAN R

(® @ achievement charts .

@@cﬁrld -size sink. ' - .
@@cbﬂd-svze table and chairs
@ @child-size shelves - .. Ty

@ @arts and crafts matenials , .
@@blackboard feltboard .

® @child’sown storage space ’
@@phozographs of the children on display
OTHER o, o .
@@please specify .”. " 7, ’ -
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LARGE
SMALL GROUPS
. TWo \j GRQUPS@ TO0O
- B3] DREN ®’® (D@
EVERYONE ih the o %%’@ .?%Dgg N %888 v 88 t
de T " A v i
{be sire to ca APDAO 'vOeO ROJCIOIC) TOO
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TEAGHER INTERYYEW SCHEDULE I
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. Séﬁooi:: L - - ‘ - _City/State:
' . i . 0 v -
. J . Réspondent's Name: - .. Interviewer's Name _
- . Length of Interv1ew' - Date: :

a 1 ]

e e s e———

We need to spend about an hour together now to accomplish two major
tasks First, I need to obtain from you some descrlphve information

' about your digssroom and yourself. Second, I need to give you some
or1entat1on regarding yout role as.a “part1c1pant observer' in this
study. 0 . ’

hd +
-

- Okay, shall we get started.?

1, Would you tell me how many students are in your class th1s
. yéar?_

< -
« . ‘
' -

IA, . Do 'you work w1th any students besides those in your regular
class? . . . C

No \ . L, -
Yes_(HowMany. : . ’

2. ~ Do any other’ adults spend tim
Y . ,

No (S_k% to Question #3)

_Yes (Ask Question #2A)

<

ZA’ In'what capacityJ! (i. e. , job title), hqw often, and for howumany
 hqurs-is this (these) person(s) in the classroom? o
B Lk

3
‘.

S WS TS TS VN W Ty T W
n ; ¢ . . —'

o 3 -
,

-~

: . T Times . Average Number of
- :+ Job Title Per Week - Hours Per Time

hd }

Team Teacher - , .

. ReBOurce Teacher

ST .+ < Subject Matter . |
S N . Specialist . . .

. Raid Aide - ' R,
. " Nolunteer'Aide - L <

G R
-
4 . -
’ -
<
!

e ) Other, (specify):

Lt . .
~ . . - 3

PR S

. N tOtl“ler-(specify): .

¢ .
. - "\" A 1

. -,
N RN

~ . “ .

3 . R
,

A [
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3.« Do any students from other classes act as tutors for a:ny students
;- n your class?

.

?

) . | ‘
‘ ’ - _Yes(Ask Questions #3A, 3B, 3C, and 3D) 2 \

No (Skip to Question #4)

3A. How many of your students receive i:u’f;orir;g from students fr}or‘h
other glasses* Yoy E ,
IS : \ ) : ' e
3B. *  How many tutors are there-?- --- -

3C. How often do ‘they work with your students? T

3D. How muchgtime on average do they spend warking with your .
students Tn a single tutorial session?

4, Do you have any students in ¢our clads who do not speak or under-
X stand enough Standard English to be able to deal adequately withs
(3 instruction given in Standard English? . __ . _ _._ .. . . _ - ‘.
No . Yes, How many (approximately):
5. Do %ou know {approximately) how many of your students are "
"target'" compensatory-education (e. g., Title I Program) students? | -

Yes{how thary?); —(@an-I-have-alist'of their names?)

P " No (Woul'gi you find out how many -and which students .
' agze "target'' compensatofy'education student's and
report this information to me before I leave today?)
(ASK QUESTI ONS #6 AND 7 ONLY AFTER TEACHER HAS PRO-,
VIDED A LIST OF THE "TARGET" COMPENSATORY EDUCATION
STUDENTS IN THE CLASS. ) : .
R e . , ’ < . . U 3 * B
6. I'd like to know a little'about the circumstances under which your
students receive their math (reading) instruction. Do dny of your
students receive any of the'ir math,(r;ading) instructdon in some,
other place besides your classroom? ) I =
: AR : . .
Math  Reading’ " . © . Lo

P . o~

o - -

2
0

No"‘,(Skip to Questiqn #7) 3 >

K
4

Yes {Ask Questién #6A)

i . L]
14

kY




6A. Would you explain how this works? Who gives the instruc-

tion? Wh;,ch students %re involved? (Indicate nuniber of
compensatory educatio

and non-compensatory edgcation
students involved in each out of class situation for math and.
. reading. ) ‘
: ~x . . SR
. . Students Involved
‘Instructor (Job Title) Comp.Ed. ‘Non-Comp. kd, How, Often

MATH .

e

READING
s % )
7. Do any of your students receive math (reading) instruction in your ’ }
classroom? ’ /
\) s . o, T e )
Math  Reading
+ .
: No (Skip to Question #8)  + °, .. ¢
Yes (Ask Question #74) " o

¢ . ¢ 1)
, . .

d 3

7A. , Would you explain how this works? Who gwes the instruction?
Which students are involved? (Indicate number of compensa- .
i tory education apd non-compensatory students who receive
- mat{h] and repding instruction from each instructor, ) I

o 4
|

e

el ) . ‘ . Students Involved -
‘Instructor (Job Title) Comp Ed. Non- ComE. Ed. How Often

“ * , T ‘
.Ar _
READING ‘ ,
"D-le¢ © o~

90 S :




8.
. ¢
1
9.
4
. . %
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o -
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AY
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+
4
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R
N
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‘your diagnostic activities ?

O

s
Now, I'd like to talk to you about your diagnostic activitiges. For
how many of your students did you do diagnosis of their ability,
interests, needs, e(s. » at the beginning of the year? T

3

(1) Nor}e -

L3

' . (2) Some (Why these stadents?)

*

_(3) Most (Why not the other students?) .

v

- t

(4) All

What about at other times during the yéar, do

you do diagnosi's
of student ability, "interests, needs, etc. ? '

. *

- »

v

(1) No

- 3

* ¢ (2)Yes For how mar{y of the students™
e

- How often (on average)? * -

(ONLY.IF AT LEAST SOME OF THE STUDEN'If‘S ARE EVER
’ DIAGNOSED, ASK QUESTIONS 10A, 10B, AND 10C. )"

What kind of information are you interested in finding out thro ugh
(Check as many of the following as are
mentioned by the respondent. PROBE: 'Is there any other kind
of information you obtain through diagnosis ?'')

—_— r‘ea’diné ability (éenéral) ‘ néed for ;pp;roval/reward?
___z re‘a:ding. skills (§}:-:.«.i‘rfic) ) ____ ini.:ert‘asts (lik'es/{ifslikes) x r

fru‘stJiah;o”p level S
need t!'ozl peer interaction

math ability (genl.‘ral)_
math skills (specific)

-____preference’for physical need for feacher direction
work setting

. other (specify): _____f)ther (specify):
- \ <
vV .

.othe» (specify):

0

&

other (spe’cify)‘: “

?

by >




-
«

(HAND LIST OF POSSIBLE RESPONSES TO RESPONDENT) Of

the folonvmg soytces or procedures that you USE in d1agnosmg
udents, whij do you consider the 0ypsl: (next most etc.) impar-

tant in providing you with useful inf ation about students ¥

« (RANK in order of 1mportance all the fOIIOng that apply;
11" equals the source or procedure the teacher seés as

prowdmg the most important, information. )

v N

- - p‘rejuo"ﬁ’?graldes acI'heve?

standardized test scores °

§tandar<’i‘ized sub-tést scores

smgle itemn analyses from

standardized tesl:s - N

) Student health records

teache’r‘dewsed iormal
written tests e

v

teac};er devised formal, -,

. orally adrmmstered tests

. from prewvious year ,

" infor
stude y

/ R
- 1n£o/rmal o.ra,l quest10n1ng b

previous teachers wnt‘(:en
comrhents in student folder

previous teachers oral .

,comments from conversa-

tion
. .-

instructional gtoup-level ‘

. . . N .-
informal observation of
student: ‘n'classroom .

N

al observatl.on‘“of
t outside clasSroom

' ‘e

i , . ¥

. - . \A . . () \ 3
B i P
. : f‘! s . .
. &
) .
.
. L - . .
N . < . ) - ) - i S ' . .
. . ‘. - P—? :
N PR B
_ ot S, )
* N v - . ~
- \ ¢ . . N . .
] . . h\_ B . B * |
' L AN . . ) .
A . :
1
N Y " . - !
. . A
»
:
.
! ,-‘ h - . + .7
Do s - .. 3
< - “— R o

of student Lo ®
‘ c@tmercml progra:tn v : / e R B
. written tests or diagnos- ) conferences w1th tst:udent:'
Tt tic instrt'lpefr{ts ' /parents - 3 I
) ' othe‘r.(specifz);:/./‘/ : ) .
' ! ’ % [ o v ae
. o 4 . . C - . > 0 b N
. " ' . v LAY 3 . ‘q'. \
othdr (specify): - . 5 NIRRT ¢
~ K} 'y ! [ ’

LY

How often do you use the information thak ,rou obtam from d1agnos-

N 10 C.
; . tic activities?. (READ EACH STATEMENT.' €odes: A= a'lways,
r U = usually, O = often, S = sometimes, R = rarely, N = never.) )
g ) o (1) to assign\ students to'instAructional groups“'; . L
‘(2) to prescribe objectives and learnmg activities for the
entn'e class? o ’

(3) to provitle myself or others with-an explanatlon of why

students are perfqrmmg as they do? - R
L4 - ’.~
™ N -, "’.‘h_ "\
3 N N A
’, . . PR
“ . \ D-le s N Ve AN
~ - . VoA

¥




(Y

(4) to provide information:to others when making a recom- .
+ . mendation concerning the student (e.g., change of ¢lass,
* . " *’".repeat grade, &tc.) ? - - . .-
", “{5)'to-prescribe objectives, and lear?ﬁng activities;f\br individ -

ual students? s

“u o
-

(6). 'other' (specify): ,

¢ ="

Now I'd like to ask you some qugsttons about you and your educa-
tional and professional] backgsBund. :
(Check one): . - male

What is’ T age?

Kich et'll;’li:: group do youlconsider yourself a member?
(1) White (European origin)
' (2) Black

(3) Mexican Amé’rican (Chicano). .. :
—__(4) Puerto R.ican ’ .

" (5) other Spanish origin (specify):

(6) American Indian (Native Amrerican)

’

: (7) Japanese - - .

(8) Chinese,

(9) otlkr Asian origin (specify): : \
L ——t o
(10) other (specify): e \ : i
' ‘/-1' d , . .o
] ' . :
' - . ’ ' ! y <¥
) % J ,
,:o ‘ - ~ +

I
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-
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14

.- -

Do you speak any other language besides Standard Enghsh?

‘ r\ - No (Skl.p to Question #15) . ‘.
i ® . Yes (Ask Question #14A and 14B) -
o : : 14A, Which one(s)? __, "* , s

14B. Do you use this (any of these) language(s) in your teéching? .

»
. __. No 3

~ ’
“

Yes (Which one(s)?):,

>
- . . )

% -

15. . How much formal education did your father(mother) have ?

Father . Iviother' :
s % " (1) some gr,ade school ) N
#¥ . (2) finished grade school G -
‘ l ' (3) some hlgh school .

. {(4) finished high school

" (5) some college"

] — —
3

(6) finished college :

(7) attended graduate school or professmnal
school after gollege

(8_) don'‘t know .- ,,

16. For how many years have you been teaching?

17. - For how many years have you been teaching third graaers? .

v
' H

18, For how many years have you been employed in this school?




Ae)

[

P - . ' . ) -
. . .. .
19.» *Could you'tell me about the college degrees and]or credent1als 'that&z:
you have received?

.
’ e
. -
- ’
* .
.
.
;

- Degrees/Credentials v - Subject Areas ! g
- ¢ i ~ /,
N - /’
BN E
) . .
. - ) — . v
. 20, , Have you acquired any c?lege units beyond your highest earned
P degree or credential? o ‘ :
- . < . o
- - . No .
Yes (How many units?): .
i ’ : .
. 21, - "Have you z’gcelved any spacial tran;mg in the teaching of readmg
‘or mathematlcs" Tee
/ . ; o . i : - ’ .
’ ‘ ” No, . E }K :
L ) - oo Yes (Could you descrlbe this t;'ammg" How much and of whqt S

SN v type of Erammg expe 1ence")

d .
: »

9 .
. . ‘ ” s . .

‘\ - )

THAT COMPLETES THE INTERVIEW., WE NOW NEED TO.TALK
- ABOUT YOUR ROLE AS A "PARTICIPANT -OBSERVER/': _SHOULD
S ., WETAKE A BREAK NOW OR CONTINUE? - "




. s .
. .
. )
. .
. .

ferently arganized classrooms,

¢

ORIENTATION FOR SETTING UP AND USING THE STUDENT ACTIVI’I‘Y -
LOG KIT

\ .
.o . .
1] \ P
- N

EAY
)
- » « . <

As was previpusly explained, your participatio‘n inthis study requires

that you act as a "'participant-observer', by keeping frecords of the o

activity of your students with the Student Activity Log, We think that
you as the classroom teacher are bést able to record what your students

.are doing dgring the period of this study. As you know there will be .

additional observation done by me (or other-outside people), but your

. observations constitute a large and 1mportant part of the data collected

in this study. , . - '

-

. Before beginning my explanéhon of the Student Activity Log Kit here . .

(pomt to materials), I wantto stress one important point. Your class-
room ha's been selected for inclusion in this study because of the way

you organize it. We have included in the studng%’great variety of dif-

We have not prejudged which type ofy’ ‘
classroom mstruchonal program is most effective, let alane wh1c/h
ingtructional programs work best for certain types of kids in certain

types of schools, The point is that we want you to record what happens

in your clasdroom as objectively as possible. There is no netdfto try

to fit what happens in your classroom in’ some "ideal" model, because

what actually occurs may be more effective than what some p:ﬁple

think is ideal, Tl{us, we want l:o know what ACT UALLY happens in your

classroom., A ) Dé

(SPREAD OUT THE DIFFERENT MAT ERIALS IN THE STU ACTIVITY
LOG KIT) - ,

Here are the materials that'have been developed. to assist you in keepmg
systematic records of your observations &f the activity of stgdents in your
classroom, We will go over the instructions together, set.ap the.Student
Activity Log, and gd ovet the procedures for using the Log, using some * )
hypothetical examples. , 4 /g e /

v . i

- D-H

6' ‘ ' ’ " " 1 9’(;
‘ /
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 NOTES TO INTERVIEWER
| | :

Check to see if all materials have been included.in the kit.
MATERIALS IN KIT: Make sure that first "pressure-sensitive" copies
are properly clipped to Student Activity Logs. Explain to teacher that
this will allow you to collect copies of the Log when you visit the tedacher
at other times during the year. - .~ :

~

-

STUDENT NAMES: Explain to teacher that the names.can be" L
-listed in any order, that seems to make using the Log the easiest.
Teacher may.want to postpone {illing in the ndmes of students L
until after pthe instrucf:ion_s have been completed, so he/she will -
. hav&a better idea of how names can be most cénvenie\antly arranged. *

O]

OBJECTIVES: When assisting teacher in identifying from’15-20
instructional objectives for math and, reading, .explain that objec-
tives can be chosen from the Suggested Lists (see appendices to
instructions), as written or with modifications OR the teacher can
describe other objectives (BUT they should follow the same format
as thosé on the Suggestéd Lists). e

<

INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALS: .Explain to teacher that all mater-
" ials used should be listed for math and reading. It may be best
- for teacher to delay listing those materials that may nob be used,,
and include them o1l the Coding Keys' lists only when they 1'1.ave been
used, : ’ . ’

-

(AFTER YOU AND“TEACHER HAVE GONE OVER THE INSTRUCTION /
SHEET, PROVIDE SOME EXAMPLES TO TEST WHETHER TEACHER ‘
UNDERST ANDS CODING SYSTEM AND SYMBOLS) : , . /

Do you have %ny further questions about the use of the Student . /
Activity Log Kit? !Any questions about other aspects of the study? /
Pleage feel free to write or call my office if a question arises. Thank .
you again for your time and cooperation. I'll see you in about one month,
at which time we can briefly review how the Log keeping operation is /
going. : ) ' ’ .




- 5
. .

. - v
TEACHER INTERVIEW SCHEDULE I

School: L " Citys]| -
N Y " .
‘ Respondlnt's Name: , State: .
Interviewer's Name: " .
v ) : !
Length of Interview: ' Date:

L4 P
-
.. ¢ ’ s

We’ need to do two thmgs as pax:t of this fmal mterv1ew of the study

I'd like” tp ask sorife general questions about your jxpenences in this
schadl.’ Theén, we ‘need to finalize your role as ''participant-observer."

-, F1rst, since this study is concerned pr:.manly ‘'with math and .

reading, could you tell me how many hours per week (approxi-

- mately) do the students in your class spend on these subJects

v
" - e

. directly? 4
- . »

a’, Math, ho(urs 3 b.- Readmg -t hours -
0y ] . q -

3 -
s \

, 2. Are there sublects w}uch you cons ider to be related to readmg
on which your students receive mstructmn" .

< . R
> + L A}

, (l) No . - : ) .
' . . (2) Yes, How many hours per week (approxunately)
“do.you students spend on these subjects ?

»
. .

bt -
.

3. - \Are there subjects which you considerto be related to math?

~ ! z
s

(1) No . ‘ ‘ . -

e

. .
(2) Yes. How many hours per week (approximately)
; do you students spend on these sub_}ects ?

% B ’ —_ . P S~
4, Moving on to another topic, is there any time during the school
day that is spec1f1cally setaside for you to do instructional plan-
ning?-. That is, is there any time during which you are released

‘ from the responsibility of supervising students to do youx instruc-
- tional plannmg" L

’ + _____No (Skip to Questlon #5)
‘ ___._Yes (Ask Questions #4A and 4B) o ‘.z
: ; .
D-2a ‘ ‘ 1

C ‘1’98 ' |




T g i ' ] ‘ " ’
. n ' s
- o i ‘ / ]
—, re o - a - -— —A—- "
l 3 .- - .
N - . s . ' =
| 4A. How often is such time provided? o
| . -
le - . . .
Rl daily . - e -
R . 4 .
i i V-
g B a few times a .week N
3 o ¥¥ .  once'a week . w
o . .
’ ‘ — Bl - . .
s " ' ) ] less often (specify): - . :
! ‘ ¢ T,
’ " .4B., How much time is usually provided for each planning period?
| ‘ ypP planping perig
: ' . L. ~_hours )
. "7 ° % 5. . During the last two years have there been any-ifservices organ-
0 | . * ized.by this schéol or school district?
:: . . SN , | -
-7 N . ’ No (Skip to Question #6) ,
» - + 7 Yes (Ask Question #5A) vl e
f L : s . D vy
1 5A. 'Have any.of thése inservices focused on-the issue of individualiza -
? . r.'y F K “ . ' 3
- - tiop of instruction?: .
S - M ! Lt - ' L ,
- - No*(Skip-te-RQuestion’ #6) ‘
% 7o g o O A :
¢ * ” . s :
; o : Yes (Continue with Questions: #5B and 5C)
E N r-. . . % R :"‘*"‘“ . N
Kg . ., . N ’ o - ﬂ-;,a‘s-‘:-—'- . v,
Ef ‘ 45B. How many such sessions have been offered? . -
LI 4 (D% -y, * AR
. . v \ ‘ .~ . . ~ ‘5:;\,;«
E ¢ . . N ‘. ¥ . — ‘ V:si:w/..;.-_.
R C.' How many of these have you attended ? PN
.. ‘o 2 . ' . .. it
E ~ B . ) "“ ] . y . P . “\; :’ ‘ .
6.  In thinking about the way you've organized 4our, class for
: . . . . A ¢ . . TR VA I
: . —insfructional parposes this year, is it famlyg.’sf imilar to the
- -~ way you did it last year,, or have you institited major changes?
E - - — . ¢ . , . N ‘ ‘l‘r"t
3 ' (1) same’ as last year, -(for how mafy years have you
1 ‘ ‘ , been organizing your class.in this way?): :
: Co ‘ .. . years - :
: ~ o N : b= .
) T ) (2)' somewhat differenttHen 1ast year (could you tell *
: . , me how it is different? )3 -~ - - !
: @ ! ) - T
; ! ‘ — —
if j o L 0
] v s . - 4
E ’ ; . :
; ’ » N
: ; @
3 A <
3 J"” .(/’ Coe
B . D
Q Lo ) a8 - L0
\[ c |\ , 199 .
‘x ; -~ v, et —
o ,




4 ’ , ’ ’ ¢ gﬁ
" (3) ve ry different from last year (would you tell me
how 1t is different?): 4

-

7.  Have any of the parents of students in your.class reacted .
POSITIVELY or NEGATIVELY in'the way you have organized | "
your class for instructional purposes. this year?

" No (Skip to Question #8) ' o

Yes (Ask Questions #7A and 7B)

4 .

7A. How many’ reacted negatively?

+

7B. Ho,\',v many reacted positively

R

8. Mov1ng on to another issue, ‘how often do you'communicate to ¢
parents in writing about the progress of the1r ch1ldren" )

(TF TEACHER EVER COMMUNICATES TO PARENTS IN WRITING;
ASK) Can I have a copy of the form (s) you use for this purpose?

(i) Yes (obtain a copy)

(2) No (Why not?):

-

.

9. How often do you meet with pareﬁts to discuss the progress.of their
children? ’ .

H

i
. [}
¢

9A. (IF TEACHER EVER MEETS WITH PARENTS ASK) What kinds
of thmgs are generally discussed?

Now I would like to. ask you a few quest1ons about how decisions about
curricular matters are made in this schools?

N . ., . (’

t . D-2c

l\‘1 . - . + s ’ . ‘ . ‘ 1
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,

10, Do any parents or other community people part1c1pate in this
decision making process? (If Yes) How many (approximately)?

-

: o s(l) none iSkip to Qu\estion #11) v
o (2) justa few,-----, ........ . ASK "~ -
~_ . (3) many of them‘---'—\- ------- | QUESTION
(4) almost all of themp === 1 -#10A
. T : Al * '
10A. What is their role? oo
N ’ - 3 * [ -
(1) able to make final de\ﬁiis ions
: _ (2): share authority for-final decision making with
administrators, fteachrs, etc. iy )

. (3) serve in an adv1’sory c pacl%to adm1n1strators, '
fooe teacherS, etc/ .

(4) participate, but only inlan observer role

4

11, What about teachers in this school and how many of them part1c1-
pate in making decisions about curr1cufar matters ?
,(l) none (Go to "Debriefing§'Session)
4 H
7 : ¢

v (2) juStafew ----:..../:-_-..;.‘_ _ A.SK_ \
(3) many of them --=------ ~- |'QUESTION
/ (4) almost all of them ----%- ¥ 1A
, 11A., What is their role? ‘ ' , ;

3

(1) ablef’co make final deci)éions

. (2) share authority for fmal decision making with
. other groups f,” -

(3) serve in an advis ory,cépamty to other groups

- Y

% ' (4) -participate, but onlyxm an observer role

o

,"IJ .

»

Y




STUDENT ACTIVITY LQG bEBRIE_FING SESSION
A , .
Now I'd like to talk with you about the Student Activity Log that you have
been using to record your "'observations' of your classroom. You might
\5,; .think of this as a '‘debriefing' session. . -
"o 8 - . ) 5
First, let me thank you again for your help in providing this information.
n As I mentioned before, this part of the data collection process is
extremely important to the entire study. Therefore, we want to make
sure that the information provided is complete as possible.

INTERVIEWER: Briefly look over the Student Activity Logs,
checking to see that: . =

1)  all cells in the Log have some marking on them, - -
either dates and codes, or the words, ''after,"
’ "before, !' or ''not relevant' "

2) a beginning and ending date have been entered for all
relevant cells on the Logs;

. U
3) the number of hours ontask have been entered for
each relevant cell;
4) at least one code for Materials, Physical Setting,
T . Social Setting, Teacher Behavior, and Student ,
Behavior, have been entered in each relevant cell, ~ .

(Remember there isca specific code to indicate if,

no teacher.was present, nor peers were present,

no teacher behavior was involved, or no materials .
were used);

) 5) all codes entered on the Logs have a reférent on the

Coding Keys. (Inthe case of Physical Setting, -

Social Setting, Teacher Behavior, and Student

Behavior, there is a given fixed number of codes,

while in the case of Materials there can be a. \

C variable humber, however, descriptions for each -
. " code should be entered on the Coding Key);

6) the number of objectives on the Logs matches the
number of descriptions of objectives listed on the
Coding Keys; and, ‘ ¢

L 7) all-codes and descriptions are leglble. -
: . Any problems or dis crepanc1es should be d1s cussed.
tor - : with the tea¢her and rectified. ¢ ,
.. ‘ I N »
. Okay, now I'd like to ask you a few questions concerning the act1v1ty

that you,have observed and coded on the Student Activity Logs.

¥
g




-+ 12, Can you tell me how the math (readmg) objectives for each-student - > .
are determined?- (IF THERE'ARE ANY CELLS THAT ARE
. MARKED ""NOT RELEVANT '""ASK,; How do you determine that
some objectives are ''not relevant' for certain students? (Check
one for both-math %¥nd reading.) 11
. -
Math . Reading , °
e 2 N . : :
S , (1) Prior to start of year, administrators
‘ : ’Sr teachers prescribe the set of objec- .
b, tives that the class (grade level) will
! : -~ 31, wwork on, '
#2-(2) Instructional materials or commercial
- iy programs provide a set of objectives
s that are applied to students using them,
. ,‘: (3). Students decide (via a vote, etc.) the,
- e set of objectives to be worke‘d on by /
5 - the class,
, * i ’ - (4) Teacher diagnbs es students/ and pre-
| ) R scribeg the set of objectives that ‘the
' . class will work on, o7
. .. ‘ (5) Teacher diagnoses students and assigns .
- .them to instructional group for which
. ST v D a set of objectivesyis preScr1bed .
! (roup .sizes): . o - —
’ (6) Individual studentsachoose the objec~
tives that they will work on. . Ch
. I - i
) (7) Teacher'andA student negotiate a
. "contract, " speci ymg the set of objec-
tives to be .worked
¢ ' . (8) Teacher diagnoses students and pre-
‘ - scribes which objegtives they should
. . work on as individdals.
v _ . ;_l (9) Other (specify):
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" How is the seqﬁence of working on math (reading) objectives

determined ? ‘(IF IT APPEARS THAT AT LEAST SOME STUDENTS
WORK ON OBJECTIVES IN DIFFERENT SEQUENCES, ASK, Why
do some students work on math (reading) objectives in a di Herent
oi‘der? (Check one for both m’ath and readmg,) -
o , -]
Math Reading LT , X .
o D ) o ' ¥ -
(1) Sequehce is determined by subject matter,.
“ instructional materials or teachers' and
‘ ~administrators' decisions prior to the be-

: /_ @+ ginning of'the year. .
( (2) Students decidé (via a vote; etc.) the se-
quence on which the objectives.will be o

worked by the class as a whole.

(3) Teacher diagnoses students and prescribes
the sequence on which objectives will be -
worked for the entire class.,

(4) Teacher diagnoses students and assigns
them to an instructionah group for which

the sequencé of objectives is determined .
. (group sizes): | . . . ‘
‘e " A
| .
(5) Individual students chopse-the sequence on.
- which they will work .on objectives, -
‘ J . , , .
) (6) . Teacher and student nepotiate ''contract"
. * specifying the sequence| for working on
. Objectives. . )
14
N ‘ 4
] » (7) Teacher diagnoses‘students and prescribes .
: the sequence-on which objectives will be N
jworked on, b
. .+ (8) Other (Spefify)‘:
# ) . s .
o BN
s ’ . £ Sh .
-~ . '
o
> o~ ‘{




t 14, What determines the amount of t1rdr:e that students spend working «
| on particular math (readihg objectives? (LOOK DOWN SEVERAL
| OF THE COLUMNS OF THE LOGS--IF THE NUMBER'OF HOURS
THAT STUPENTS SPEND ON GIVEN OBJECTIVES VARIES, ASK,
Why do some students spend more or less time working on some
math (readmg) ob_]ectwes" (Check one for both math and readmg )

. Math Reading ) ) L

¢ . . (1) Time allotted is determined by instructional

materials and /or teacher /administrator

) decision prior to beginning of the school

R , ' year, ’

i ’ - - l.

 —— _ (2) Student decide (via a vote, etc.) the amount
of time that the class will spend in working
on particular objectives.

' 4
-, -

. L . (3) Teacher diagnoses students and prescribes
~ 3 . 43 how much time the class will spend working .
_ e w x ~¥ . onparticular ob_]ectlves. , 4
Y i ,_: AN \w‘, . » v
. =y /‘ (4) ‘féacher dlqgnoses students, etc "and
N _— ~@8signs them to an instructional group
; A " which the length of .time spent in working
Y T . ‘"on given c-b_]ectwes is determmed
AN T , . .
R il L (3) Ind1v1dua1 students work on particular ob- ‘-
jectives until they have completed them.
. e (6) Teacher diagnoses students and allots time
¥ ' .. for working on particular ob_]ectwes accord-
. - . mgly . '
on ~ (7) Other ('spe_cify): el - ~ -
4 ~ (- ¢
~ 4 v -




L - Y

- 15, How are instructional materials selected for students whor are
. . working on particular math (reading) objectives? (LOO W-N
' COLUMNS OF LOGS--IF THE MATERIALS USED BY STUDENTS
SEEM TO VARY, ASK, Why "do students use different materials
when working on particular math (readmg) objectives? (Check
one for both math and reading.)

Math Reading

¢ (1) Materials determined by teacher'and/or
“administrator decision prior to beginning-
of school year, ‘
. ™
v
-(2) Students decide (via a vote, etc.) which
materials will be used when workmg on
particular objectives,

(3) Teacher diagnoses students and selects
the materials to Be used commonly by
the entire class.

.
K

(4) Teacher diagnoses students and assigns
) them td instructional groups for which
: L instructional materials are selected.

h .o (5) Individual students choose l:he ma.tenalé .
y ’ . they will use when working on particular
‘objectives.

) . ) , (6) Teacher and student negotiate "contract"
! LT S o "specifying the materials to be used when

working g1ven obg@ctwes

4

'

. (7) Teacher dlagnoses students and prescribes
' for individuals which matenals will be
used accordmgly.

t N . -

I — (8) Other#specify): .
- ’
€ . N ‘<
.
. ’ N - - / —~
» \ P
A P
@ ,ﬁ .”i
N -
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16.

.one for both math and reading.)

Thinking about the teacher behavior categories that_you have used

. for coding the logs, how do you determine which type of teacher

behavior to use when dealing with students working on particular
math (reading) objectives? (LDOK DOWN COLUMNS OF LOGS- -

IF THE TEACHER BEHAVIORS SEEM TO VARY,\ASK Why do .
some students receive-different kinds of teacher behavior when

they are working on particular math (reading) objectives ? (Check

Ma.'t};' ., Reading

(1), Teacher has developed with experience
the best things to do with all students
who are working on particular objectives.

(2) Students decide (via a yote, etc.) what -
kinds 'of things the tgacher should do in
wotking with the enére class.

(3) Teacher diagnoses students and decides |,
what would be the best things to do when
working with the entire class.

(4)" Teacher diagnoses students and assigns
them to instructional groups for which
“the things that the teacher does in working
. with students is determined. .

(5) Ind1v1dua1 students determine (by asking)
what the teacher does in'working with
them., .

i (6) Teacher and student negotiate '"contract"

5 ‘ specifying the things that the teacher | )
should do in wdrking with the student on ~
‘particular objectives.

(7) Teacher diagnoses studénts.and determines
the best things to do with each student who
S 7 . is workmg on part1cu1ar objectives.

(8) Other (spec1fy) .




17, Thinking now about the physical setting categories that you useqd
for coding the logs, how is the physical settmg determined for
students working on particular math (readmg) objectives ? (LOOK
DOWN COLUMNS OF LOGS--IF STUDENTS APPEAR TO WORK
IN PIFFERENT SETTINGS FOR GIVEN OBJECTIVES, ASK, Why
do some students work in difféerent physical settings while pro.’
ceeding through partictilar math (readmg) objectives? (Check one
for both math and reading.) -

Math Reading Vet

(1) Limited facilities, school regulations,
or subject.matter determine where
students work. .

(2) Students decide (via a vote, etc.) where
the entire class or group will work on ,
particular objectives. A

de-
will work

(3) 'Teacher diagnoses students a
te rml,nes where the entir
on parl;1cular objectives:

(4) Teaéhé;: didgnoses students ah
thern to an instructional group f6r which
the’ settmg is determined. v
(5) . Indxvxdual- students choose where they g
will work on particular objectives.

- (6) T éacher and student negotiate "contract' .

specifying where particular objectives

will be worked on. {

(7) Teacher diagnoses students and prescribes
for individuals where they will work on

T ) - .

particular objectives. -

[ - ’ . .
' , . (8) Other (specify):
},.ov'“ i ~ ° . > b)
#
¢ - R
| ~ .
. D-2k ¢ ’
» ~
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18.

Id

Thinking now about»ﬁhe pupil behavior categqnes you, used for ¢ . ,
coding the logs, how de you determine who works tq“gether (both
students and instructors) while proceeding through particular

math (reading) obJec%ves" (LOOK DOWN CO\LUMNS OF LOGS--

IF DIFFERENT STUDENTS APPEAR TO WORK IN DIFFERENT
sociAl SETTING WHILE PROCEEDING THRQUGH .GIVEN
OBJECTIVES, ASK, Why does the social setting vary for students
workmg on part1cu1ar n\':ath (readirg) objectives\? -

Math Reading ‘ \

(1) |All students who are wo king on a given

‘ objective work together,.

# (2) Ability groupings deter

’ students with whom a st
particular objectives,

ent works on

(3) Ability grbupings determine the other
students with whom most ‘students ‘work
on particular objectives; some students
work together because they like each

1 other or because teacher thinks they

' » work well together.

L4

« N ~ (4L All students .choose who they-will work
) » with on particular obJectlves
(5) Teacheér d1a.gnoses students angl decides
; on the basis of something 6ther than
ability who is grouped togethert{to work I
.on part1cular objectives. \ . .

!

' (6) Other (sgecify):

) J - ww ' \' . f"‘,ﬂ
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19, Now, thinking about the pupil"be,h,alvi' catego ries used for coding

' _ ‘the logs, how do you determine w, kznd of things stLgdents do

when working on particular math {r admg) objectives,? {LooK

. DOWN COLUMNS OF LOGS--IF STUDENTS APPEAR TO HAVE

DIFFERENT PUPIL BEHAVIORS ASSOCIATED WITH GIVEN

OBJECTIVES, ASK, Why do some students do different things

in working on parhcular'?nath (reac11ng) objectives ?

Math Re_admg
(1)

(2)

(3)

-~ (4)

W p e

. ' »«»(5)

) hd

(6) -

-

1)

,

(8)

-

Activity determined by materials or
teacher and/or administrator decision
prior to start of year. ;

Students decide (via a vote, etc.) what
act1v1t1es the class will do when working -
on given ob_]ectlves.

Teacher diagnoses students and prescribes
the activities that the entire class will |
engage m'together 7

Teacher diagnoses students and assigns
them to an instryctional group for which
the type of activity to be done while °
workmg on given ob_]ectwes is prescribed.
Individual students choose-the type of
-activity to be done in workmg on given
ob;ectn‘es. ] -

Teagﬁuer afid student negot1ate "contract"
specifying the type of activity to be done

in work’ing on part1cular ob_]ect1ves

Teacher d1agnoses students and prescnbes
for individuals the type of activity to be
don'e in wo rkmg on part1cular,ob_]ect1ves.

Othe r (specify):




/’ ' ‘ / N ‘\ .. : . R .
I would like to ask you a few questmns rrow abouf your reactions to the
Student Act1v1ty Log. . r

: 1
20. Would you say that hav:mg to keep the 1 g helped you, hampered

A

(1) ‘helped me, fi ; -
o B
(2) hampered rf'ﬁe '

- \' “.""
.(3) had no effect?, -

L
———
————
—— %

1‘—:.

g

20A, V\Shy do you say this?

|
4

¢
T

H R ;

} i

21. Do you think other te%jchers m1ght pLoﬁt from keepmg s1m1lar
logs for their classropms? | !

v
[

«f

' i )

(1) YES, aldt: 1 R

. (2) YES, somewhat ' , |
(3) Perhaps }not necessarily, or it depends
B (4) NO, not "eauy o N

(5) NO, defi

. . 1
227 Finally, for each name listed on the Student Activity Log for Math
would you please indicate the number of 1) total number of days
absent and 2) the number of days of excused absences for each
student for the cu‘rrent%school year, Write these two numbers,

separated by a slash mark (i. ¢;, total number of days abstnt/
number of days of excuked absences), below each student's name
on the Student Activity Log for Math,

! i

That is the end of the final 1nte\}'v1ew. %

‘ P .
L * ‘
-

'ON BEHALF OF MYSELF AND THE ENTIRE RESEARCH TEAM, T
, - WOU.}D LIKE TO EXPRESS A g NCERE THANK YOU FOR ALL YOUR
TIME AND EFFORT. You reall

rendered an invaluable service, \D%’you have any final questions or

‘have made this study possible and have

. comments ? Thank you agam for ))our cqoperation in this 1mportant study.
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- PRINCIPAL QUESTIONNAIRE -
‘ N A

"Naxhe'— : o - Ijate:

.. ‘t.':ﬁ-': * . ‘
School Na&e' ' - - City: -
School Address: - " State: . Zip
School Phone: ( ) . - B
1. How long have you been principal of th:,s school'%
2. What is your school enrollment?

3.  What is the district enrollment (K-12)?

4, What is the total cost of your instructional program (excludmg
transportation and food services)?’
. ' $ »
5. Please indicate in the chart below, Ehe‘amount of compensatory

education fu{].ds_ that your school recewes through various federal
- and state programs. ,

— 22 PO

&

. o o ' Amount in
¢ - Funding Source Dollars

e o

EAl
¢

»

6. Please indicate in the following chart, the total number of %ach

category of personnel (including yourself) at your school.

6A. , please indicate how many in each categor}y receive
) e or all of their salary from and compenarory edu-

. ion funda.
S ) | : o \
\
s PRSIV
oo ) o e
E-Z . ' an N t\
&

%

. 213—- o IR :

-
-

4

4




~

Number receiving at least
) + Total part of their salary froms
Category : Number . Comp. Ed. Funds

Administration —

Teacher .

Aixde

v .
" Specialist . ‘ ‘

Counseling and .
Guidance Personnel

e Cy

Support Staff

Other (Specify): \ ’ b}

3(&."’;) i

In different schools various criteria are used for assigning students
to specific clasgses. What is the most important criterion that is
used for assigning "students to classes in your school? (Circle the.
appropriate number. ) )
1. age of student ,

. achievement level of student 7

. - personality characteristics of teacher and students <

2
3
4. random assignment
5

. other (please specify):

? J »

Is your school currently involved in a court-ordered racial inter -
gration R'ogram? (Circle the appropriate number. )
1. No (please skip to question #9)

2. Yes (please answer question #8A)

8A. Is this a current source of conflict-in the comrﬁunity'?
—(Circle the appropriite number, ) ,

l. No .
2. Yes : L

1,

5

E.3 ' '

214




S N .

-y

Please rank the following groups of peoﬁle in terms of their level
of participation in making final decisions about curr1cular matters
for your school. (1 = highest rank)
1. school board members
- 2. school district administrators ¢ . s
3." you as principal (and your assistant principal (s))
4, teachers

5. parents and other community members
hY

‘6. other (please si)ecify):

.o . . ’
How many parents or other community people participate in this
decision making process? (If Yes) How many (approximately)?

(1) none (Please skip to Question #11)

(2) ‘just a few---mamcmaanan- -
ANSWER
™3 many of them ARREEEEE b QUESTION
L v )
*(4) almost all of them------ #10A ‘

i,
N -

10A. What is their role?
(1) able to make final decfsions
(2) share authority for final’ dec1s1on

I making with administrators, teachers,
‘ "" .’ "v‘;ﬁ‘sﬂ, etc.

(3) serve in an advisory capacity to admini-

strators, teachers, etc.

(4) partiéip'ate, but only in an observer
role.

%

Y

(o]
1
>

SO
| e N
N ¢

!




.

11, What about teachers in thls school and how many of them participate
in making decisions about curricular matters? - :

(1) none (Go tg)f%estion #12)

(2) justa few--coooouan .-

o
0
¢y

T PLEASE
’ : » ANSWER .
‘ e (3) many of them ---.__.__.__.. QUEST ION
: (4) almost all of them ---._ #u,fl
11A. What ig their role® ° , -}

(1) able to make final decisions

(2) share authority for final decision making with
other groups

(3) serve in an advisory capac1ty to other g roups

(4)““part1c1pate, but only in an observe) role y

12. In genea-a“f how supportwe of.your school are most of the parents |
in th1s é:orhmumty" (Circle the appropriate number. )

L. extremely ’ R

2. mode rately

3. slighgj L , . a
4. not at/all : ’ .. '

(%)

Thank you very much for your time and cooperation.
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“LLog--Math, 2) Stu.dent Activity

“I'students' names can be listed in alphabet1cal order

'parentheses

va . : ‘
. - ?"“?f
- g
L3 f‘:-l $? .
Ve X’ »; {"
& - . y
~N ‘ -
e - , ) .
A, INSTRUCTIONS FOR USING THE STUDENT ACTIVITY LOP KIT

-~
-~ s

® .

Introduction

I3

" +The Student Act1v1ty Log Kit has been devised to assist fou in

performing your role as participant- observer in this study \fter

familiarizing yourself with the mater1als in‘the kit and setting ap the
Student Act1v1ty Log, you should find it relatively easy to systemat1c-

ally record the instructional act1v1’E1es§m which’ your students engage '

<

Mater1als Included in the Kit . ' . S :

-
I

In add1t1on to the Instruct1ons for Us1ng t'he Sfudem; Act1v1ty Log ",
Kit, there are fodr kinds of materials in this klt 1) Student Activity +
%Log--Readmg, 3) Cod1ng Key for Student
Act1v1ty Log——Math 4) Codmg Key for Student Act1v1ty Log--Readmg,
’5) Suggested ObJectfves for Math, and 6) Suggested Objectives for Readmg.

+ " ~ . - N N ~
Students' Names ‘, . . Lo

”

The name of every student i 1\n Jyour class should be entered :av.long )
the left side of the Student Act1v1ty Log--Math(and s1m11arly~,, along,
the left s1de of the Studer\t Act1v1ty Log--Reading. In 11st1ﬁg the na es .

v

several strategies can be followed. For example, 1f studenﬁs tend jo |

jbe grouped for 1nstruct1on in the subJect the ﬂames can be entered

reflecting these group1ngs (alphabet1zed w1th1n groups) Otherw1 e, ,':

l or’ 1n the’ way that

lyou find them eas1est§ rei"erence
be listed when they enter the class (with the date entered) g1ven in

The names of nev{ students should

The names . of students who permanently leave your class

should be '"cros sed out'’, ' o ' =

’ L
8!

L
-y

8T g 8 PR
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(48 -
Instructional Objectives--Math r - - R ‘

v
4

Using the Coding K‘ey for the Student Activitﬂdg--l\.dath you
should st between 15 and 20 1nstruct1ona{ objectives that will prob-

" ably be worked on by one or more of your students dur1ng the f1rst

semest,er ‘of this school year, A suggest1ve l1st of 1nstruct1onal ob_]ect-
1ves for math is provided 1n the next sectlon, If you find any of these
objectives to be relevant to your class, ‘then ,they.can be listed on the
coding key. If the suggest1ve list does n‘c)t prov1de the necessary 15~

20 instructional ob_]ect1ves “then you can generate your own. The ones ]
you generate si/ul‘J follow the same pattern asg those on the suggested
lgst. That is, the objectives should pertain to behav1or--what a student
will do--and the objectives should deal with instruction that might
 wormally take between 1 and 2 '\;veeks to cvo“mplete. (The field staff ,mem-
ber can give you a more detailed explanation and-assist you in descr1b- e
ing objectives in this fashion! There are obviously other ways to des-

cribe objectives, however to provide some-degre~ of uniformity in the

stud;, all teachers are being asked to describe THEIR objectives in
this manner). . ‘ i o

Descriptors, for Instructional Objectives--Math . .
¥ 0 C

For each 1nstruct10nal ob_]ectlve 11sted on the Coding Key for the

.

Student Activity Log (see 1nstruct§¥% a"bp-\fe) a one or two word des- ‘
cr1ptor should be created and wr1tten next to the descr1pt1on of the

1nstruct10na1 ob_]ectlve on the Coding Sheet For tbe Student Activity Log.
" ALSO, these descr1ptors should be entered across the top of the Stud-

ent Act1v1ty Log (oné descriptor per column) in ithe same order as they
appear on the Coding Key . ‘

Instructional Objectives--Reading

‘

i .

The same procedure should be followed in generating 15-20 ob- -
_]ect1ves for reading as was followed for the math objectives, A list
of suggest1ve 1nstruct1onal ob_)ect1ves is provided (in the next section)
and the field staff member will assist you, The objectives for reading
should be listed on the Cod1ng Key for the Student Activity Log--Reading.
2 . . .
F. .

bJ

Lo -~ 21
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Descriptors for Instructional Olliectives--ReadiE

';@E&-— As in the case of math obje&:fives " one or {wb word descri'ptors -
- L——— should be created for each reading ob_]ectwes These descriptors
—:;?"‘,Wshould be entered next to each objective descrlptlon on the Coding
Key for the Student Activity Log--Reading as well as be1ng entered
across the top of the Student Activity Log--Readmg (one descriptor

per column) 1n the same order as they appear on the Cod1ng Key. .

-~ ' N

- Instructional Matenals--Math S e

~

The names of specific instructional matergials for math (e. g.,
textbo'oks workbooks, mimeographed work shets, manipulatives, .
etc,) should be listed on the Coding Key foy'the Student Activity Log--
Math, Add1€10ns to this list should be made at any tirme during the
study when new materlals are acquired, This list of materials will
be used on the Student Activity Log--Math to code what materials stud-
ents use when working on given objectives. Notice that the ""M40'* code

has been designated to signify that no instructional materials were used.

Instructional M‘atenals-‘-rReadmgﬂ e .

4 Y

. Similarly, the names of specific instructibnatl materials for read-
- ing (res.ders free-reading books; \workbooks audio-visual equipment,
etc.) should be’ 2l1sted on the Coding Key for Student Acﬁwty Log--Read-
ing. Additions to th1s hst should be made at any t1me during the study
when new materials are acquired, This list of materials will be used
to code on the Student Activity I%g--Readlng what materlals, students

use when wo